Bravo, Benoit! 

Gary Benoit's article "Dangerous Dependence" in the October 8th issue represents the 
best energy overview I've ever had the pleasure of reading. His facts, statistics, and analysis are 
not only on target; they represent the optimum in professionalism. The fact that I played a small 
part in this editorial document makes me extremely proud. In this spirit, it's my pleasure to say 
"thank you" to Mr. Benoit for including me in his research. 

DAILEY J. BERARD, PRESIDENT 
Universal Fabricators, Inc. 
New Iberia, Louisiana 


Victim Doctors 

As a physician I thank you for exposing the sorry state of medical ethics in America 
today. I agree with much of what is described in "Doing Everything Possible" and "Physician, 
Heal Thyself," which appeared in the September 10th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. But it is 
unfair to blame this calamity on the medical profession, even though we physicians are partly to 
blame for accepting -- and sometimes, as you have pointed out, embracing -- the interventions of 
the federal government into the practice of medicine. Mr. Lee should have pointed out that the 
real culprit behind this affliction is the expanding power of the federal government and the 
growing welfare state, which are making not only physicians but also farmers, businessmen, and 
other Americans dependent on government payments, subsidies, and handouts. Thus, in light of 
these changes, the traditional fee-for-service and the free enterprise system, which built this great 
nation, are already going down the drain in exchange for dependency on the federal government 
and social welfarism. 

The vast majority of American physicians abhor the way this state of affairs has tarnished 
the image of our profession. THE NEW AMERICAN should never join the bandwagon of the 
liberal press and the left-wing media establishment in participating in the new bloodsport of 
America, doctor bashing. The fact is that most physicians are God-fearing, family-oriented 
conservatives who -- rightly preoccupied with their patients -- were sadly too slow to react, 
organize, and prevent this malady. Now the government and other health care intermediaries 
have us on our knees. Most of the physicians with whom I work find repugnant some of those 
same issues -- i.e., fetal farming, surrogate motherhood, AIDS spread, multiple parenting, 
self-insemination, and other "reproductive technology" that you so well described in those 
articles -- but as physicians some of us have to deal with them whether we like them or not. 
Thus, we are only partly to blame for this brave new world. 

American medicine today is besieged by government agencies, insurance companies, 
plaintiff attorneys, and medicare bureaucrats, who are dividing and conquering. The AMA is 
now an organization with a declining membership and very little real power. It no longer 
represents the average private practice physician; it serves to soften the blows that befall the 
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medical profession from all quarters, as well as to accommodate governmental intrusion into our 
profession. 

MIGUEL A. FARIAN JR., M.D. 

Macon, Georgia 


Better Balance 
I gave a subscription to THE NEW AMERICAN to a friend recently and the response I 
received was: "You guys believe in freedom, the freedom to make as much profit as possible." I 
believe this statement is worth analyzing, and has something to say about the American free 
enterprise system. Unbridled capitalism does create the possibility for misuse and selfishness. 
Those who have accumulated wealth and squandered it on themselves sow the seeds for 
discontent and socialism. Our system is the best, but should be tempered with more charity 
towards people not as clever or innovative as we are. THE NEW AMERICAN needs to balance 
its reporting, by pointing out the abuses that exist in the private sector and lobbying hard for 
everyone to be more prudent with wealth, or we will continue to feed the fires of socialism. 
JOHN P. COLHANE 
Anchorage, Alaska 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Budget Deal Worked Out 

Despite recent statements on the campaign trail that he remained opposed to raising "the 
income taxes of the working men and women in this country," President Bush gave his approval 
October 26th to a budget agreement that would do exactly that. The latest budget deal, which 
was awaiting final passage in Congress as we went to press, would supposedly reduce the deficit 
by $500 billion over five years, with one-third of that reduction coming from new taxes. 

The agreement would raise the top tax rate from 28 to 31 percent and take 
proportionately more in taxes from those earning over $100,000 a year by eliminating some 
deductions and exemptions. It would also substantially increase taxes on gasoline, alcohol, and 
cigarettes. Republicans seeking reelection this month were distancing themselves from the 
President lest their constituents perceive them as supporting this sizable increase. 

Congress vs. the President 

Budgets and taxes weren't the only battlefield between Congress and the President during 
the latter part of October. They also sparred over civil rights in this country and human rights in 
Red China. The House and Senate approved the Civil Rights Act of 1990, but Mr. Bush vetoed it 
October 22nd on the grounds that it contained "a maze of highly legalistic language to introduce 
the destructive force of quotas into our national employment system." An attempt by the Senate 
to override the veto fell short of the two-thirds majority required by one vote. Promoters of the 
legislation promised to bring it up again next year. 

On October 18th, the House voted (247 to 174) to block President Bush's plan to continue 
Most Favored Nation trade status with the communist regime in Red China because of last year's 
slaughter of thousands of pro-freedom demonstrators in Beijing. The House action could cost 
Red China about $900 million in new tariffs on goods exported to the United States. 

In related developments, the Senate approved (76 to 23) a $15.5 billion debt while giving 
the Arab nation another $2.1 billion, and Mr. Bush said that he would ask the International 
Monetary Fund to loan $5 billion to the nations in Central and Eastern Europe. 

More Troops to Persian Gulf 
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney announced October 25th that the Bush Administration 
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was planning to send another 100,000 American soldiers to Saudi Arabia in addition to the 
approximately 240,000 already in the region. The U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf were 
considered sufficient to defend the Saudis from an Iraqi invasion, but the deployment of 
additional troops, along with the transfer of 400 to 500 battle tanks from Germany, suggests that 
an offensive against Iraq's 430,000 troops and 3500 tanks may be in the offing. 

CIA Director William Webster declared on October 25th that the gulf would never "be 
secure again" as long as Iraq's Saddam Hussein remained in power, "unless there is some 
countervailing force present in the area, whether it's regional security of some other means, or 
unless he has been disassociated with his instruments of mass destruction in one form or 
another." 

President Bush has ruled out any deals with Iraq, saying that "I am more determined than 
ever to see that this invading dictator gets out of Kuwait with no compromise of any kind 
whatsoever." He said that "it isn't oil that we're concerned about, it is aggression, and this 
aggression is not going to stand." Meanwhile, members of Congress set up an 18-member panel 
to consult with the President about the Iraqi situation during the two months Congress will be in 
recess. But Secretary of State dames Baker told Congress that he would not agree to any 
"general, across-the-board commitment" for consultation. 

Dole Leaving the Cabinet 

Secretary of Labor Elizabeth Dole confirmed October 24th that she was resigning from 
the President's Cabinet to take a job as head of the American Red Cross. Dole, 54, was the 
highest-ranking woman in the Bush Administration and is the first Cabinet official to step down. 
She "has made the workplace safer, healthier, and more secure," said President Bush. 

Nobel Prize for Gorbachev 

The Norwegian Nobel Committee announced October 15th that the winner of the 1990 
Nobel Peace Prize is Soviet ruler Mikhail Gorbachev for "his leading role in the peace process 
which today characterizes important parts of the international community." The prize is worth 
$710,000. Congratulations were offered by President Bush, who said that Gorbachev "has been a 
courageous force for peaceful change in the world." 

Reform Means Control 

On October 16th, Mikhail Gorbachev announced a plan to reform the bankrupt Soviet 
economy, but he set no timetable. The plan, which was sent to the Supreme Soviet, would phase 
out state control of prices, except for such things as bread, meat, dairy products, medicine, and 
transportation; sell off state-owned factories, farms, and other properties to private parties or 
collectives; establish "freedom of economic activity" as a right and keep in the hands of the 
central government control of transport, communications, defense industries, energy, credit and 
monetary policy, customs, and regulation of prices on "key types of raw materials, production, 
output, goods and services." Opponents of the plan said that it guaranteed a continued monopoly 
on power for Gorbachev indefinitely. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


FRONT PAGE Greenpeace Wages Redwar 


Because of the growing environmentalist fad of the last few years, much of the public has 
invested nearly blind faith in organizations claiming to play David to the Goliath of 
environmental exploitation. Among the leading beneficiaries of this public trust has been the 
international activist organization Greenpeace. The group began with a 1971 protest against U.S. 
testing of nuclear weapons, which it followed up with an attempt to physically block French 
nuclear testing in 1972 by sailing a boat too close to the testing area. Similar actions were carried 
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out during the early 1970s, and Greenpeace offices were opened in several European nations. 
Restructuring in 1983 took the organization away from its previous broadly-based democratic 
structure, effectively concentrating policy control in the hands of a small international board; in 
the United States, all Greenpeace offices were united into a single national headquarters. 

Greenpeace today boasts offices in some 22 countries, and has expanded its activities to 
include a variety of environmental issues. The group's efforts to propagate its views to the press 
and the public, closely tied to its fundraising efforts, include confrontational tactics such as 
physically damaging property and blocking the efforts of whalers, sealers, and industrial 
producers. These "direct actions" are not peaceful, but instead nonviolent -- Greenpeace seeks to 
provoke violent reactions from its targets, so as not to receive blame for using violence 
themselves. 

Whale of a Propaganda Blitz 

Among Greenpeace's most successful campaigns of recent years has been its effort to 
stop the hunting of whales and harp seals in the North Atlantic. By widely distributing films 
showing alleged brutality against seals, by claiming that whales and seals have become 
endangered, by organizing international boycotts against fish products from North Atlantic 
nations, and by lobbying governments in Europe and the United States, Greenpeace has 
succeeded in having the importation of sealskins banned by many industrial nations. 

The International Whaling Commission of the United Nations has also banned all 
commercial whaling in the North Atlantic for a four-year period that started in 1986. 
"Nine-tenths of the world's whalers are out of business," boasted two Greenpeace campaigners in 
the January/February issue of the journal Greenpeace, published by the organization's American 
lobbying arm. 

Greenpeace is not a popular name in Iceland, Greenland, the Faroe Islands, parts of 
Norway and Canada, and even Alaska. The economies of the North Atlantic have depended for 
centuries on the hunting of whales, seals, and fish. Now that these products have been banned, 
curtailed, or boycotted since 1985, people in those nations are suffering dislocations and 
hardships even worse than those created by their harsh climates. Families in the many small 
villages have been forced onto welfare or into the cities, where finding employment can be 
difficult. The sudden declines in productivity have left these economies reeling, just as the 
United States economy would be if its entire automobile industry were suddenly eliminated. The 
people of those nations are particularly offended by the Greenpeace campaign against their 
economies because of its incredible irony: Countries such as Iceland have led the world in 
enacting legislation for protecting their natural resources. Their people cannot understand why 
foreigners from Greenpeace and other multi-national environmentalist groups should arrogantly 
decide how their resources will be managed. 

Fallout from this disruption has led several journalists into an extensive, ongoing 
investigation of Greenpeace and other environmentalist groups. Their research has revealed some 
shocking truths about these widely trusted organizations: Greenpeace and closely allied groups 
have used fabrications, actual violence, and even destruction of the ecosystem as tools in many 
of their campaigns. All of which have reaped such groups huge financial benefits, while allowing 
them to advance a political agenda many of their sympathizers would never knowingly support. 
Much of this startling information has been presented in the video documentary Survival in the 
High North, released last year on television in Denmark, Iceland, Norway, and the Faroe 
Islands. (Copies of this 53-minute videotape are available, for $19.95 each (plus $2.00 postage 
and handling), from the Individualist Research Foundation, P.O. Box 7486, Beverly Hills, CA 
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90212. Allow 2-4 weeks for delivery.) 
Disinformation, Damage Done 

Greenpeace has circulated a number of allegations regarding the hunting of mammals in 
the North Atlantic. One widespread misconception it has promoted holds that the hunted seals 
and whales are in danger of extinction. But even Paul Watson, cofounder of Greenpeace, 
admitted in a March 1978 interview on the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation that the harp 
seal, long a publicity tool for Greenpeace, was never endangered as a species; according to 
Watson, the seal had been used because it is a powerful fundraiser, easily provoking the 
emotions of Americans and Europeans. 

In the case of whales, the results of the largest whale stock survey ever conducted, 
coordinated by the Marine Research Institute of Iceland, show that all "endangered" species have 
recovered since the early part of the twentieth century. This includes the humpback and blue 
whales, as well as the pilot whales, which now number at least 100,000 in the North Atlantic. 
Likewise, sperm whales have probably come to exceed 500,000 worldwide, while the 
International Whaling Commission reports that between 75,000 and 145,000 minke whales now 
reside in the North Atlantic alone. More than 500,000 minke whales also exist in the South 
Atlantic around Antarctica. 

As a result of the bans in recent years on sealskins and on whaling, seal and whale 
populations are now so high that they are beginning to deplete the fish populations of the area, 
this being the reason given by several North Atlantic governments for recently limiting fishing 
quotas. The major eaters of fish include not only the millions of seals in the North Atlantic, but 
such whales as the minke and the large humpback, which can consume as much as four percent 
of their body weight daily; this amounts to millions of tons of fish each year. The abundant 
whales are now also physically interfering with fishing nets, as they pursue the same fish sought 
by humans. 

Some environmentalists now admit the existence of a seal overpopulation problem, but, 
rather than taking the blame, they accuse such nations as Iceland and Norway of causing the 
problem themselves by hunting killer whales, a natural predator of the seals. This allegation is 
clearly intended for naive audiences in the United States and Europe, since many of these people 
are unaware that killer whales are not hunted for food in Iceland, and that Norway has legally 
protected its killer whales for about two decades. 

Tuna Rigamarole 

More recently, Greenpeace and other organizations have attacked tuna fishing in the 
Pacific because dolphins are often trapped in the nets and die. This attack ignores the adoption 
by U.S. tuna fishermen of methods that allow dolphins to escape the nets; U.S. tunaboats now 
release over 99 percent of all dolphins trapped. Boycott threats recently led several major tuna 
marketers to give in to environmentalist demands by deciding to catch only tuna found away 
from dolphins. Since this is less economical, the already beleaguered U.S. tuna fishing fleet will 
continue to shrink, allowing competing foreign fleets to take over more of this fishing. Ironically, 
the result will be greater numbers of dolphin deaths, because foreign fishing fleets on average 
kill 3.6 times as many dolphins per pound of tuna as does the U.S. fleet. There are other false 
claims: 

¢ Whale intelligence has been one of the most incredible myths propagated by 
environmentalist groups. Behavioral scientists verify that the large baleen whales, major objects 
of whaling, appear to be similar in cognitive ability to cows and horses. These whales have no 
mental ability even remotely resembling that of humans. 
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* Cruelty against whales is also alleged. For example, the centuries-old hunting of pilot 
whales by the Faroe Islanders has been attacked by Greenpeace and others, who claim that the 
methods used cause slow and painful deaths for the whales. However, filmed recordings of the 
hunting process verify that each whale is killed within seconds, and relatively painlessly. 

¢ Environmentalist groups have often claimed that seal hunting involves cruel procedures, 
including repeated clubbing. Professional hunters, however, are quite capable of killing seals 
with the first blow. 

* Greenpeace, while privately admitting its error, deliberately continues to promote the 
impression that the seal hunters of Greenland kill baby seals. In reality, only the adult seals are 
hunted; indeed, baby seals are not found in Greenland, a country in which the seals do not even 
breed. But this false impression has caused tremendous economic hardship for these previously 
independent seal hunters, who are no longer able to sell their furs in many industrial nations. 

* In an attempt to gain more publicity on dolphins killed in Pacific tuna fishing, 
environmentalists have accused U.S. tuna fishermen of reregistering under foreign flags in order 
to avoid U.S. regulations under the 1972 Marine Mammal Protection Act. This has not 
happened; in reality, U.S. regulations have forced at least half of all tuna fishermen out of 
business, and foreign fishing concerns have bought the U.S. boats at bargain prices. 

Film Fantasies 

Perhaps the most shocking disinformation effort can be found in the films that 
Greenpeace and closely allied groups have so widely distributed. In 1964 a Canadian film crew 
released film of a Newfoundland sealer skinning a seal -- while it was still alive. The film 
prompted widespread outrage over this supposedly common practice by seal hunters. In the years 
since the making of this film, Greenpeace has exploited the widespread belief in live-seal 
skinning, combining it with photos of dead seals for use as a fundraising tool. 

Greenpeace has failed to point out that Gustave Poirier, the seal hunter in the film, later 
testified under oath to a Canadian Parliamentary commission that he had been paid by the film 
crew to carry out the seal-skinning. Seal hunters have never practiced skinning of live seals, 
simply because skinning dead seals is far easier to accomplish. 

Greenpeace produced another film in March of 1978 also allegedly portraying hunting 
brutality. An unidentified Newfoundland seal hunter was filmed killing a baby seal and 
tormenting its mother. But the film clearly shows the hunter waiting for a signal from the film 
crew to begin, using colored rope to get the attention of the mother seal, and repeating the 
procedure to allow filming from different angles. Observations such as these have led film 
experts at the University of Copenhagen to conclude that the episode was faked. Seal hunters 
who were nearby at the time of the filming did not recognize the supposed hunter carrying out 
the cruel and illegal acts, nor has he ever been identified as belonging to the crew of any sealing 
ship, nor is he known to the Canadian Sealers' Association. 

One of the largest boosts to Greenpeace's anti-sealing campaigns was the recruitment of 
the actress Brigitte Bardot into its promotions. One widely circulated photo shows Bardot 
cuddling a baby seal, supposedly hundreds of kilometers out on the ice off the Canadian coast, 
where she is claimed to have fought bare-handed to protect the baby seals from hunters in 1978. 
Sources affiliated with the Associated Press, however, have revealed that the famous photo of 
Bardot with the seal was not taken in Canada, but in a studio in southern France, months before 
she was claimed to have ventured onto the Canadian ice. 

Greenpeace co-founder Paul Watson has also been filmed carrying a baby seal to safety 
from hunters in 1977. Not only does the seal in the film clip not move at all, but its fur is clean 
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and well-combed. Both of these facts suggest that Watson actually "saved" a stuffed seal. 
Watson has been involved in other publicity stunts. As head of the Sea Shepherd Conservation 
Society, a more violent offshoot of Greenpeace, Watson distributed to media sources in the 
mid-1980s a film of himself broadcasting a call for help from his ship radio. In the film, he 
claims to be under weapons fire from pursuing gunboats of the Faroe Islands, presumably 
because they were angry at his anti-whaling efforts. Yet, no radio monitoring station anywhere in 
the North Atlantic has been able to confirm receiving the message. 

Photo Opportunities 

The environmentalist campaign against Pacific tuna fishing has also utilized the camera 
to generate publicity. Cooperating with such groups as the Earth Island Institute and the Marine 
Mammal Fund, former National Fisheries Service observer Sam LaBudde covertly filmed 
hundreds of dolphins being killed by a tuna fishing boat in 1987. The film was shown in 1988 on 
the CBS, ABC, and CNN television networks, creating public reaction against U.S. tuna 
fishermen. But the actual context of the film footage was not emphasized: The ship was under 
Panamanian registry, owned by Spanish nationals, and lacked standard nets and equipment. The 
procedures in the film bore no resemblance to standard U.S. fishing practices, nor even to those 
used by most foreign fishing fleets. 

The Greenpeace campaigns against animal products have extended even to Australia. In 
the mid-1980s, under the local leadership of Trevor Daley, Greenpeace acquired and distributed 
a film showing Australian farmers mutilating live kangaroos. The film, entitled Goodbye to Joey, 
was also made available in Europe and the United States. Using this tool, Greenpeace launched a 
determined campaign to ban kangaroo products in Europe; the organization even asserted that 
kangaroos were becoming endangered as a species, although every Australian is painfully aware 
how much of a pest the overabundant kangaroos are. 

The two Australians in the Greenpeace film were convicted in a Brisbane court for their 
illegal act; supported by their testimony under oath, the court concluded that the two had been 
paid by the film crew to perform the unusual cruelty. Although Trevor Daley was certainly aware 
of this information, he neglected to mention it, and Greenpeace was able to use the film as a 
successful fundraiser. 

The disinforming of the public by environmentalists has already cultivated tragic 
consequences. One example has been given by Bryan Roberts, a Canadian government official 
whose responsibilities included responding to letters during the height of the anti-sealing 
campaign. In a videotaped interview presented this past July to the International Whaling 
Commission, Roberts described his experience: 

One of the most frightening things for me ... was an entire class of ten-year-olds, 28 or 30 

ten-year-olds, writing in to the minister, saying, "Dear Mr. LeBlanc, If you don't 

stop [killing seals], I'm going to come and kill you .... "Who is teaching this 

person to say that, that if you want to resolve a problem, you threaten somebody 

with murder? 

Nonviolent Violence 

Although Greenpeace insists that its activities are entirely nonviolent, growing evidence 
suggests that it may covertly participate in direct violence against people and property. Indeed, 
even animals are not exempt. As reported by Robert W. Lee in the November 20, 1989 issue of 
THE NEW AMERICAN, members of the group have in the past sprayed Canadian baby seals 
with brightly colored dyes, making their fur economically useless but also increasing the 
susceptibility of the seals to cold and to predators. Greenpeace also appears to work closely with 
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other organizations that more openly boast of violence. 

Formed by Greenpeace co-founder Paul Watson in the late 1970s, the Sea Shepherd 
Conservation Society has a history of taking militant action against whalers. In the early 1980s, 
Watson loaded his ship, the Sea Shepherd, with heavy concrete and rammed and sank several 
whaling ships off the coast of Portugal. Then, in September of 1987, a sabotage team from 
Watson's group used the cover of darkness to board and scuttle two whaling boats in the harbor 
of Iceland's capital, Reykjavik. That same night the saboteurs broke into a whaling station and 
destroyed its underground communications station. 

The covert ties between Greenpeace and Sea Shepherd become more apparent from 
investigations following the destruction of the Icelandic communications station. The Sea 
Shepherd saboteurs could not have found their way around the station at night without having 
previously scouted it. This job was probably performed by a "journalist" who had previously 
visited the station, since she was the only outsider who had ever gained access to the facility; this 
"journalist" turns out to have been a member of Greenpeace. 

Greenpeace also maintains unofficial ties to the violent sabotage organization Earth 
First!, a group of environmentalists who destroy equipment and endanger human lives. 
According to the July 1990 Organization Trends, published by the Capital Research Center, 
some of Greenpeace's events have been organized by one of Earth First!'s founders, Mike 
Roselle. Greenpeace employees have also gathered signatures for a 1986 petition circulated by 
Earth First!, and the September/October issue of Greenpeace encouraged readers to contribute to 
the legal defense of four Earth First! members arrested by the FBI for trying to cut electrical 
power lines. 

Eco-Lobby Growing Powerful 

The ban on commercial whaling by the International Whaling Commission was the 
central topic of debate at its annual meeting in early July. While the data show whale stocks to be 
plentiful, the [WC has become almost completely dominated by the ecological lobby. As a result, 
the Commission was unable to reach any decision on whether or not to renew the whaling ban. 
This theoretically should allow the member nations to legalize whaling again, but none of the 
North Atlantic nations is likely to do so soon. The reason: The United States is threatening these 
nations with economic sanctions unless they continue the ban themselves. This treatment is 
particularly shocking, because these countries are generally considered friendly to the U.S. 
Nevertheless, the U.S. has been using the threat of economic sanctions since 1974, to restrict 
hunting by these nations. 

The IWC itself appears to be completely under the control of the environmentalists. 
Many representatives to the Commission are either former members of Greenpeace or current 
sympathizers. Indeed, the new head of the U.S. delegation, chosen by Secretary of Commerce 
Robert Mosbacher, was a Greenpeace representative who went to Iceland in 1980 to protest 
whaling. Because of this loaded situation, the North Atlantic nations are now strongly 
considering withdrawing from the IWC following next year's annual meeting. 

Greenpeace's cynical use of seals and whales, as well as endorsements by rock music 
stars and actors, have brought the organization millions of dollars of support from the unaware 
public. Nevertheless, all of the sources of its financing cannot be known, since it keeps such 
information confidential. This is not a trivial concern, since the organization's 1989 income 
amounted to about $100 million. This money pays for a large international staff, a fleet of ships, 
helicopters, buildings, and much other equipment. Greenpeace claims to receive money only 
from individual contributions, rather than from governments or corporations, but the July 1990 
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Organization Trends reports that U.S. West, Xerox, and ARCO have been among the companies 
donating money to Greenpeace. 
"New Economic Order" 

Aside from the obvious financial motives, what reasons could the leaders of Greenpeace 
have for their campaigns? The evidence suggests that they are pursuing ideological goals largely 
unknown to their supporters. Greenpeace leaders are not sympathetic to the idea of free 
enterprise. Interviewed by In These Times last April, Greenpeace USA's Executive Director 
Peter Bahouth stated, "I don't believe in the market approach .... When companies have a bottom 
line of profit you won't have them thinking about the environment." An editorial in the 
March/April issue of Greenpeace called for replacing the "cruel calculation of the marketplace" 
and the "savage capitalism practiced by the United States" with a new "social order" patterned 
somewhat along the lines of the "rapidly evolving social democracies of Western Europe and 
Scandinavia." Those nations, of course, are rapidly preparing for merger into a United States of 
Europe, with increasingly centralized planning of people's lives. 

Greenpeace presented an article in January/February of 1989 boldly stating: "Through 
the 1990s, pressure groups and campaigning organizations like Greenpeace will have to take the 
lead in promoting the shift to a new economic order." According to the article, free market 
principles would be replaced by a form of socialism in which local governments would exert 
"ownership and control" over the economy. Barry Commoner argued in the September/October 
1989 issue for "sweeping changes in the major systems of production," which "would be 
undertaken for a social purpose: environmental improvement. This represents social (as 
contrasted with private) governance of the means of production .... "And an article in the 
May/June issue for this year attacked automobile ownership, proclaiming that, in order to move 
into a "post-auto age," we must "restrict car ownership to one car per family on average and 
ration gasoline." 

What sort of people run an organization favoring such ideas? The 1985 sinking, by 
French agents, of Greenpeace's ship Rainbow Warrior resulted in the death of Fernando Pereira, 
whose background was reviewed in the October 1985 issue of the intelligence newsletter H du B 
Reports. The official photographer for Greenpeace, Pereira had previously been a member of the 
Baader-Meinhof gang, a Marxist-Leninist terrorist group based in West Germany. He had later 
become editor of the Dutch Communist Party's paper, Der Waarheld, and was finally arrested by 
the Dutch government as a Soviet agent. Pereira secured his job with Greenpeace through his 
membership in the World Peace Council, a front organization controlled by the Soviet KGB. 

William Arkin, now director of the Nuclear Information unit at Greenpeace, was 
previously a fellow at the radical Institute for Policy Studies (IPS), a think tank defending the 
activities of Marxist revolutionaries around the globe. S. Steven Powell, author of the 1987 book 
Covert Cadre: Inside the Institute for Policy Studies, documents how Arkin released classified 
information regarding U.S. nuclear defenses while he was at the IPS, in 1984 and 1985. 
Greenpeace is also connected to the Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE), a nuclear 
freeze organization formed by leading members of the IPS, which has sponsored such people as 
Italian Communist Party candidate Nino Pasti to speak in Washington DC. Covert Cadre notes 
that Greenpeace helped SANE form a computer network to coordinate the disarmament 
movement in the United States. 

The high-level presence in Greenpeace of people like Pereira and Arkin raises serious 
questions about the true goals of the organization's leadership. Additional information in the 
October 1985 H du B Reports supports the suspicion: French intelligence discovered in 1985 
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that Greenpeace was making plans to agitate the natives in Polynesia against French control of 
the area, a strategic region of the Pacific in which the Soviets were already sponsoring 
revolutionary movements. Could the Greenpeace campaign against North Atlantic nations have 
similar goals? Iceland, for example, lies squarely in the corridor for Soviet naval access to the 
Atlantic. 

Red Support for Greenpeace 

Greenpeace achieved a remarkable status last year when it opened an office in Moscow. 
Although Greenpeace often postures as an opponent of Soviet whaling, Danish news reported 
that the organization was granted diplomatic immunity by the Soviet government, allowing its 
ships and personnel to travel with freedom unprecedented for private organizations in any 
country, much less the Soviet Union. The head of the new Moscow office has an interesting 
background: Michael Gylling Nielsen was the author of a confidential 1983 report to the 
chairman of Greenpeace International. This document outlined a plan to destroy the economy of 
Norway through American and European boycotts of its key industries. 

Not only were fish imports from Norway successfully prevented, but the report also 
contained plans for having foreign contracts for Norwegian oil canceled, and for pressuring 
foreign tourist agencies not to book tours to Norway or on Norwegian cruise ships. Nielsen even 
suggested in the report "that we do some direct actions against the Cruise Lines." Norway shares 
a border with the Soviet Union, and also lies along the route used by Soviet ships and submarines 
to reach the Atlantic; destabilizing Norway could prove strategically useful to the Soviets. 

The Soviet Union has done even more to help Greenpeace. A rock music promotional 
album was issued last year by the organization, featuring such major rock groups as the 
Eurythmics, U2, and Dire Straits, and has already raised tens of millions of dollars. Known as 
Rainbow Warriors in Western nations and Breakthrough in East Bloc countries, the album was 
released as a joint venture through Melodiya, the record company owned by the Soviet 
government. The Soviet magazine New Times proudly announced in March 1989: "Everyone 
who buys the album can consider himself a member of Greenpeace, which means it will soon 
have millions of new members here in the Soviet Union." 

Half the profits went to Greenpeace, helping to open the new Greenpeace office in 
Moscow; the other half went to help establish the International Foundation for the Survival and 
Development of Humanity, described by the August 22, 1989 Financial Times as "an East-West 
Soviet 'think tank.'" This institute is co-directed by Greenpeace and the Soviet government, and 
its chairman is none other than Michael Nielsen, head of Greenpeace's Moscow office. Thus, the 
Soviet government helps Greenpeace raise funds, while the environmentalist group helps 
formulate Soviet propaganda. 

Erasing Borders 

Leaders of Greenpeace may indeed support the goal of a world government, which is also 
a Soviet goal. The February 1990 issue of World Marxist Review, policy journal for the 
Communist Parties throughout the world, featured an interview with David McTaggart, chairman 
of Greenpeace International. He described his efforts as "helping to erase the borders between 
East and West, North and South." He emphasized that "you can't talk about the survival of your 
nation or your economic system or your way of life at the expense of the survival of the planet 
we live on." When asked what he thought were the main obstacles to global environmentalist 
efforts, he responded, "To my mind, nationalism is the biggest enemy of global thinking." 

An article in the March/April issue of Greenpeace describes a Greenpeace-designed 
curriculum now being tested on eleven- to fourteen-year-old students in a number of government 
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schools in North America, Europe, and the Soviet Union. The educational project coordinator for 
North America boasts that, in addition to indoctrinating students in methods of convincing the 
public to support environmentalist goals, the program promotes "internationalism." Summer 
camps and an international computer network will be included, and the program will soon be 
made fully available to teachers around the world. 

Greenpeace Redfaced? 

Exposures of Greenpeace disinformation and violence have already caused difficulties for 
the organization. Normally accustomed to having the full cooperation of the news media, 
Greenpeace suddenly found itself on the defensive last year when the video documentary 
Survival in the High North was aired in several European nations. Janus Hillgaard, acting 
chairman of Greenpeace Denmark, publicly declared shortly after the broadcast that "our future 
is now at stake." Greenpeace first attempted to prevent airing of the program in Denmark and 
Norway, and in Iceland filed for legal action to censor the documentary only hours before its 
broadcast; in all three cases the actions failed. Pal Bugge, Greenpeace spokesman in Norway, 
declared before the broadcast in his country that "we are going to try to get it banned here." 

Greenpeace then threatened lawsuits against Danish television, but decided instead to sue 
the two journalists most responsible for compiling the devastating information. One of these 
reporters is Left Blaedel, a recipient of the prestigious Cavling Prize for Danish journalism; 
when Greenpeace threatened him with legal action, elements in the Danish press began to turn 
against the environmentalist organization and its popularity slipped. Leif Blaedel's written 
exposés of Greenpeace's tactics led even the Danish pro-environmentalist paper, Information, to 
condemn the organization in 1986. One Greenpeace lawsuit over the documentary is currently in 
progress in Norwegian courts, with the group citing lost members and contributions as damages. 
Ironically, such legal actions appear to be costing Greenpeace a substantial sum of money and 
thereby affecting its campaigns. 

Other parts of the environmentalist movement in Europe have also suffered from the 
exposure. Last year, the Danish newspaper Det Fri Alctuelt quoted Svend Bichel, chairman of 
the Danish Environmental Association: "All this has not only turned public opinion against 
Greenpeace, but against other environmental organizations as well." 

If this sort of exposure spreads, public pressure may begin to force the U.S. Congress to 
reevaluate several policies. Seals would have to be removed from the endangered species list, 
allowing import of sealskins and furs, while the Marine Mammal Protection Act might have to 
be repealed. Further, Congress might become inclined to reduce U.S. contributions to the United 
Nations, at least until the International Whaling Commission lifts its whaling ban. Congress 
might also stop the threats by the Bush administration against the North Atlantic nations. And the 
rush to sign environmental treaties empowering the UN might be slowed or stopped. 

An editorial in the March/April Greenpeace admitted that the true goal of 
environmentalism is "a natural world free of human impact." If people wish to reserve room for 
themselves in this world, they will need to begin questioning the environmentalist claims of the 
government, the mass media, and organizations such as Greenpeace. 

-- BRYAN J. ELLISON 


NATION Cecil Andrus, the 


Idaho Anomaly 

Judging by Idaho's congressional delegation over the past 20 years, it's safe to say that the 
typical Idahoan is far more interested in personal liberty, economic opportunity, and traditional 
moral values than he is in the empty appeals of the welfare state. While allowing for a few 
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notable aberrations like Frank Church, Idaho voters almost always choose to be represented in 
Washington by men who will work for less government, lower taxes, and greater freedom. U.S. 
Senators Jim McClure and Steve Symms attest to that. 

On the state and local levels, voters show the same strong orientation toward 
individualism, self-reliance, and limited government. They are distinctly distrustful of 
professional politicians, expecting their public servants to be ordinary, down-to-earth people who 
can be counted on to put principle above personal ambition. One glaring exception to this rule 
has been the governor's mansion, where ultra-liberal Democrats have set up housekeeping for 20 
out of the last 20 years! How can this be? 

One obvious answer is that, while Idaho voters may have good instincts, they have 
proven themselves to be just as gullible and easily cajoled as voters anywhere else. In Cecil 
Andrus, who now seeks an unprecedented fourth term in office, they have fallen prey to one of 
the most glib and skillful politicians ever to trod on Idaho sod. Cultivating an image that is part 
"leader," part "administrator," and part "good ol' boy," Andrus tickles the ear of every interest 
group in a way that eclipses his far-left philosophy and his disastrous public record. 

Rhetoric vs. Record 

All this is made possible by a complicitous news media that continually presents 
Governor Andrus in the best possible light. Thus, the Cecil Andrus that the public most often 
sees is the one that is speaking to the local service club, presenting an award to the outstanding 
citizen, or dedicating some pork barrel project for which he claims credit. While Idaho's 
economy continues to grow despite Andrus's interventionist policies, the media would have all 
citizens believe that Andrus is responsible for the growth. Nothing could be further from the 
truth: 

* During his past four years in office, state government spending has grown by 46 
percent, far outstripping the 23 percent growth in the state's economy. The state bureaucracy has 
ballooned under Andrus's "leadership," including an additional 830 new employees hired by the 
Department of Health and Welfare alone. 

* Even with this major spending increase, the Andrus administration still proceeded to 
overtax Idaho residents by $137 million last year. Now Andrus is considering how to spend the 
"surplus." 

¢ A radical environmentalist to the end, Andrus has pushed hard for additional wilderness 
lock-ups of Idaho public lands, despite the fact that the state already has an enormous amount of 
wilderness designation. Andrus has thus clouded the future of Idaho's all-important logging and 
mining industries. 

¢ More recently, Andrus championed and signed Idaho's new water degradation law, 
which will encourage harassment of Idaho's natural resource industries on a new and more 
intense level. This translates into lost jobs, and lots of them. 

¢ One of the many environmentalist causes Andrus promoted as Interior Secretary under 
Jimmy Carter was the lock-up of Alaskan oil. Having put huge reserves of American oil totally 
off limits to exploration and development, Andrus is one of the men most accountable for the 
dependency we now have on Arab oil. 

¢ While his opponent, Roger Fairchild, has provided full financial disclosure for his entire 
11 years in public life, Andrus continues to refuse any public scrutiny of his financial records. 
Once a man of very modest means, Andrus has apparently amassed much wealth since entering 
public service. 

* Earlier this year, the Idaho Legislature passed a strong anti-abortion law, only to have it 
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vetoed by Andrus. With a single stroke of his pen, the governor sentenced untold thousands of 
babies to a violent death. As usual, he tried to cover his tracks with insincere rhetoric. 
Andrus the Android 

Beyond his despicable record lies the reality that Cecil Andrus is a political animal 
without soul or conscience. He is a machine politician in a state that barely understands the 
meaning of the term, an Idaho version of Lyndon Johnson who, with calculated efficiency, 
rewards his friends and punishes his enemies. Andrus is so adept at playing the political game 
that few are willing to cross him. It is ironic, of course, that Idahoans, who pride themselves on 
their independence, would allow one man so to dominate the political landscape by bestowing 
favors with one hand and delivering hammer blows with the other. 

This election will decide whether or not a man like Andrus can literally intimidate an 
entire state. Up until now, the answer has been "yes." So fearful is the business community of 
repercussions, should they openly support Fairchild, that the Republican challenger has been 
totally shut down in his attempts to raise campaign funds. No one is willing to have his name on 
a contributors list. Potential Fairchild supporters have been deceived into thinking that Andrus is 
a shoo-in for reelection, and they are afraid of what he might do to them. 

The race has been characterized as a battle between David and Goliath, financially 
speaking. Andrus began the campaign with a ready war chest of $500,000, and projects that he 
will raise at least another $500,000 by election day (much of this being out-of-state money). 
Fairchild, on the other hand (who refuses contributions from outside of Idaho) has put in 
$100,000 of his own money and will be fortunate if he raises another $10-20,000 by election 
day. Andrus, in addition to his advantages of incumbency, will have out-spent Fairchild at least 
10 to 1. Why? Because all the traditional sources of Republican campaign funds have dried up -- 
even the state Republican Party, which, as of two weeks ago, had contributed a grand total of 
$500 to Fairchild. 

Fair Chance for Fairchild 

Yet, this race is very winnable for the Republican challenger. Not only is Andrus 
vulnerable on a number of fronts, but Roger Fairchild is an outstanding candidate who reflects 
the personality and the political philosophy of the people of Idaho. Fairchild was raised on a 
farm and later became a successful private businessman (owner of Golden Valley Foods, 
producer of apple cider vinegar). In 1980, at age 27, he became the second youngest person ever 
elected to the state Senate. Fairchild has since distinguished himself as a hard-working, 
conservative activist in the Senate, serving as chairman of the Judiciary and Rules Committee. In 
the last session, he was elected Majority Leader. 

In stark contrast to Andrus, Roger Fairchild refuses to be a power-brokering, professional 
politician. He is, in every respect, his own man, placing personal integrity at the top of his 
priority list. In an age of well-heeled candidates and polished speeches that say almost nothing, 
Fairchild's openness and candor on the campaign trail are delightfully refreshing. "I don't have a 
speech writer," says Fairchild, "I go from the gut. I've only prepared two speeches during my 
entire political life." Somehow, that doesn't hinder him in the least, and Roger Fairchild can 
always be counted on to say exactly what's on his mind. 

On Andrus the Environmentalist: "Let's face it: Cecil Andrus is a love-'em-up, 
shut-it-down, tree hugging, liberal democrat." 

On Andrus the Politician: "Andrus is the epitome of the special-interest group, back-room 
dens and good ol' boy network." 

On Financial Disclosure: "My opponent remains unchecked by the Boise media as he 
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continues to duck and dodge public scrutiny .... The fact that he has become a wealthy man 
during his public life kind of disgusts me." 

On Public Education: Fairchild proposes "an end to Idaho school teachers’ tenure system, 
establishing performance-based pay schedules, enhanced local controls with less state 
interference, emphasizing academics over athletics and giving greater classroom discipline 
authority to teachers." 

On State Universities: "Rather than allowing our politicians to divide education funds, a 
voucher system will enable Idaho students and their parents to exercise a greater degree of 
independence in deciding which college or university in Idaho is best equipped to provide a 
quality education under free market forces of competition." 

On Right to Life: "Our government has enacted laws to protect the spotted owl, the 
grizzly bear, the grey wolf, and the bald eagle, but not unborn babies. Abortion is wrong. It is 
premeditated killing. The killing must stop if we are to survive as a civilized society." 

A staunch critic of bureaucracy and centralized government, Fairchild wants to see 
responsibility shifted to the local level, where legitimate problems (such as Idaho's crumbling 
roads and bridges) can best be addressed. 

Fairchild advocates the elimination of the personal property tax and a statutory limitation 
on the growth of state spending to 1 percent less than the state's economic growth. He would 
have any budgetary surpluses returned to the cities and counties for tax relief and infrastructure 
improvement, rather than be spent by the state. 

Fairchild is opposed to the creation of any more wilderness areas, and warns against 
removal of public lands from productive use. He believes that the state Fish and Game 
Department should concentrate on the management of game, rather than non-game wildlife, and 
the enhancement of residents' fishing and hunting opportunities. 

Lethal Cecil 

Can Roger Fairchild pull off an upset on November 6th? While the state's liberal 
opinion-molders shake their heads, they could well be in for a big surprise. Four years ago, 
Andrus defeated his GOP opponent, David Leroy, by the slimmest of margins (3635 votes); 
since that time, there has been a strong anti-incumbent mood developing throughout the country. 
Fairchild, a bold and tireless campaigner, seems to possess the ideal combination of philosophy 
and style that can capture the imagination of Idaho voters. 

Furthermore, observers close to this race are becoming increasingly convinced that the 
abortion issue might be Andrus's ultimate undoing. Because of the governor's veto, the 
abortionists' cruel tools continue ripping and tearing and sucking and crushing, reducing God's 
handiwork to a pile of shattered little bones. Precious souls that would now be playing in 
schoolyards, taking bubble baths, blowing out birthday candles, buying Christmas presents for 
Daddy have instead been crushed and flushed away as though they never existed. Their blood is 
on the hands of Cecil Andrus, who broke his public trust in a way that makes all his other abuses 
pale by comparison. 

-- ROGER KOOPMAN 


WORLD Mocking the 
Cause of Peace 

Consider the following nightmarish scenario: A neighbor sends paid thugs into your 
home; they destroy your furnishings, assault your wife and children, steal whatever can be 
carried away, and then leave a paid henchman in charge before rushing back to their boss's 
walled-in enclave. Everyone in town knows what happened and who is responsible, but nothing 
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is done. Then, the local city council presents its "man of the year" award to your assailant. 

Doesn't this fabricated outrage parallel the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to Mikhail 
Gorbachev? During the USSR's ten-year invasion of Afghanistan, Soviet troops murdered over a 
million innocent civilians, maimed thousands of children with booby-trapped toys, and forced 
four million Afghans into foreign-based refugee camps. They left only after placing their own 
stooge in command of the government. The USSR continues to this day to supply its puppet 
regime, as brave Afghan warriors continue to fight for their nation's freedom. 

During virtually all of this incredible cruelty toward a peaceful neighbor, Mikhail 
Gorbachev served first as a member of the Soviet Politburo and then, for the past five years, as 
the actual leader of the Soviet Union. The guilt for all of this blood and misery is his. Instead of 
receiving a prize for peace, he should be named Butcher of the Decade. 

Nor should anyone brush aside what Gorbachev and his generals did to Lithuania during 
the past year. After 45 years under Moscow's boot, the brave Lithuanians, believing all of the 
talk about freedom under perestroika, declared their nation independent. Gorbachev's response 
began with tanks and troops rumbling through the capital city of Vilnius. Then, Moscow's goons 
seized printing presses and government offices; fighter planes roared overhead; helicopters 
papered the nation with warnings about the "need" for ties to the Kremlin; vital oil and natural 
gas shipments were suspended; and Soviet military patrols continue to this day to remind 
Lithuanians that they are still a part of Gorbachev's USSR. 

Estonia and Latvia have received strong warnings that any attempt to break free of the 
Kremlin will be similarly crushed. In Soviet Georgia, Gorbachev's troops used poison gas to 
quell a nationalist uprising. More troops roughed up other nationalists in Azerbaijan. If there 
were an award for mockery, the Nobel Peace Prize Committee would walk away with it. 

Following the death in 1896 of internationalist Alfred Nobel, prizes for literature and 
peace have regularly been awarded to socialists and communists. For every deserving Mother 
Teresa or Albert Schweitzer, numerous arch-leftists have been given the cash prize and 
international notoriety. 

In 1931, the Peace award went to socialist Jane Addams, despite her 20 years as chairman 
of the communist-front Women's International League for Peace and Freedom. Emily Green 
Balch, the 1946 co-winner, was dismissed from the Wellesley College faculty for radical leftist 
activity. The 1950 winner was Alger Hiss protégé Ralph Bunche. Marxists Leon Jouhaux of 
France (1951), Lester Pearson of Canada (1957), and Philip Noel-Baker of England (1959) were 
also winners. When Martin Luther King went to Oslo to collect his award in 1964, he took 
former Communist Party organizer Bayard Rustin along for companionship. Henry Kissinger's 
1973 prize ushered in the deaths of millions in Southeast Asia. 

A Nobel Peace Prize for Mikhail Gorbachev is really no more surprising than a Lenin 
Peace Prize for Nelson Mandela -- who'll probably get the Nobel Peace Prize next year. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Wojciech Myslecki, official representative of Poland's new Freedom Party, launched a 
three-month U.S. speaking tour on August 4th. A professor of electrical engineering, Dr. 
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Myslecki was director of the Technical University of Wroclaw when he was arrested by the 
communist government on December 16, 1981 following the imposition of martial law. He has 
been active in the opposition to communism since March of 1968, when he was arrested for 
organizing student strikes to protest the banning of traditional Polish literary works, and was one 
of the organizers of Solidarity in Wroclaw, Poland's fourth-largest city (population 700,000). 
Myslecki was released from jail in August 1982, but was arrested again in January 1984 and 
charged with criminal conspiracy for his activities in Solidarity and Fighting Solidarity. 
Following his release in August 1984, he continued his activities underground, while organizing 
politically above ground. 

In 1988, Myslecki was a member of the first International Congress on Human Rights 
held in Cracow, Poland. In 1989 he became the spokesman for Fighting Solidarity. On June 7th 
of this year he helped found the Freedom Party and became a member of its national board. 
Myslecki is the author of dozens of scientific articles and papers, and numerous political writings 
in the Polish underground. Known throughout Poland as an uncompromising champion of 
freedom, Myslecki was interviewed for THE NEW AMERICAN by Senior Editor William F. 
Jasper. 

Q. Dr. Myslecki, all Americans have heard of Lech Walesa and Solidarity, but what is 
Fighting Solidarity? 

A. With the imposition of martial law in December 1981, over 5000 opposition activists were 
arrested, including most of the leaders of Solidarnosc (Solidarity). Some of them decided to 
cooperate with and accommodate the communists, but for most of us that was unthinkable, 
impossible. Fighting Solidarity arose in June of 1982 and is one of those groups, formed out of 
Solidarity, that reject all compromise with the communists. Like the original Solidarity, we are 
committed to Polish independence and to the realization of the sovereign will of the Polish 
people. We are of necessity an underground organization, broadcasting clandestine radio and TV 
programs, and publishing underground literature, During martial law, Fighting Solidarity 
organized the largest anti-communist demonstrations ever held in Poland. 

We would not make a deal with General Jaruzelski. We could not accept continued 
occupation of Poland by Soviet troops, nor a coalition government with the communists, which 
is a fraud and a betrayal of Solidarity. But Lech Walesa and the other collaborators struck a 
bargain with the communists and have deceived most of the world with the fiction that we have 
had real, free elections in Poland. At the end of 1988 and the beginning of 1989, we witnessed 
the shameful "round table" talks between Walesa and the communists, with the outcome that the 
neo-Solidarity "government" has carried out a political and economic program essentially 
indistinguishable from that of the communists. 

Q. Tell us about the new Freedom Party and Kornel Morawiecki. 

A. We in Fighting Solidarity realize that the communists still are not out of power in Poland. 
To the contrary, they are more dangerous now than before, because for the first time they have a 
certain air of legitimacy stemming from their arrangement with neo-Solidarity. This is a very 
desperate and dangerous time for Poland, because it is likely that brutal communist rule will be 
reimposed in our country, and we then would have to physically fight for our freedom. Fighting 
Solidarity has maintained its underground apparatus. 

But, in developing a flexible strategy that would allow us to take advantage of the new 
limited freedoms and openness and combat the massive deceptions of neo-Solidarity, we 
founded the Freedom Party on June 7th of this year. Kornel Morawiecki was an assistant 
professor at the Technical University of Wroclaw. He is 49 years old and the father of four 
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children and three grandchildren. He was a leader in the original Solidarity movement and was 
the founder of Fighting Solidarity. Morawiecki built the underground apparatus and worked 
clandestinely until he was captured and imprisoned in 1987. He was finally freed and exiled after 
Polish organizations all around the world cried out for his release. 

Morawiecki was in the West for just a short time before he secretly reentered Poland and 
again went underground. He surfaced on June 7th to begin the Freedom Party. Morawiecki was 
chosen as our party's candidate for President of Poland, and is an alternative to the present 
Solidarity/communist coalition. Morawiecki has promised the communists only a "disastrous 
defeat" and nothing else. 


Q. What is the platform of the Freedom Party? 


A. Our goal is a constitutional republic that would be an independent part of Western Europe. 
The founding document of the Freedom Party says: "This Constitution should come out of the 
fundamental principles and values of our Christian civilization together with the spirit of 
Freedom and Solidarity." Our initial strategy is contained in the following ten points: 

* To have General Jaruzelski barred from holding any public office in Poland; 

* To call for a temporary government with full control over the military and police, and 
without any communist involvement; 

* To have a full and open investigation of the Round Table Accords and to have them 
dissolved; 

* To bring the communist leaders and their special appointees to account for their years of 
ruling Poland; 

* To stop the current "Balcerowicz economic plan," to reexamine the payment of foreign 
debt, and to give immediate economic relief to the Polish people by reducing taxes and prices; 

* To give the farmers a fair and decent price for their crops; 

* To move all socialized industry and services into private hands; 

* To create better career and educational conditions for the young; 

* To break economic ties with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, and to have the 
Soviet military completely out of Poland; and 

* To have free elections for parliament, with proportional representation, and a free and 
fair election for the presidency of Poland. 

President Kaczorowski, the President of the Polish government-in-exile in London, has 
agreed to the Freedom Party proposition and is willing to be the intermediary president inside 
Poland until free and fair elections are held. 

Q. Have you been able to gain access to the media to get your message out? 

A. On August 4th, the Polish government television taped a fifteen-minute program with 
Kornel Morawiecki, but its telecast was not permitted. The reason given by the government was 
"unacceptable parliamentary language" used by Morawiecki. He had called General Jaruzelski 
"Moscow's underlord for Poland." This is proof positive of the lack of freedom to carry on 
normal political activities in Poland and further demonstrates the comradely affection between 
the neo-Solidarity leftists and the communists. They control all of the media -- radio, television, 
newspapers, magazines -- and totally exclude all legitimate opposition groups. 

Q. What is the state of Poland's economy today? 

A. The government still owns all of the banks and 92 percent of the shops and industry, so 
nothing has changed in that respect. The promised privatization has not happened. In July of this 
year Parliament enacted the Special Privatization Act, but it is a farce. Under the Act, 
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government enterprises can be denationalized only after an "evaluation process" that entails 
endless bureaucratic procedures. With over 7000 government-owned enterprises, it will take 
decades to denationalize. This process sabotages any hope for real free market reform. 

The elimination of price controls for most goods and services -- including basic food 
articles, transportation, energy, and housing -- has meant a rise in prices for most of these items. 
But wage controls have remained in place. Combined with an inflation rate of 3-4 percent per 
month, the buying power of wages has declined about 40 percent from January to June of 1990. 
During that same time, the national production of goods and services has dropped by more than 
26 percent, and food purchases have dropped 39 percent. 

The people are being squeezed and forced to spend what little savings they had put aside. 
At the start of this year, it was estimated that there was sufficient capital in private savings to 
purchase about 10 percent of the socialized industries. Now it is down to 3 percent. 

That is the so-called "Balcerowicz economic plan," named for the "Solidarity" Minister 
of Finance, Leszek Balcerowicz. His communist record dates back a long time. In 1968, when 
the students of Poland rose up against communism and were brutally crushed, Balcerowicz, who 
was then a student, joined the Communist Party. He then went on to study at the Communist 
Institute and is now the neo-Solidarity economic czar. Knowing this, it is not difficult to 
understand our current economic fiasco. 

To make matters worse, we are not permitted to organize banks with foreign capital, and 
foreign business investment is discouraged by prohibiting foreign-owned businesses from 
transferring more than 15 percent of their profits abroad. 


Q. How do you view the events of the past year in central Europe? 


A. At the end of 1989 we witnessed a series of so-called pro-democracy revolutions in the 
Soviet bloc satellite countries. And seemingly overnight these communist dictatorships, which 
had been brutally oppressing their people for decades, gave way peacefully -- except in the case 
of Romania -- to democratic movements. How is this possible? There was no organized 
opposition, no significant underground network, no pro-independence movements in Albania, 
Romania, Czechoslovakia, or East Germany; so where did the massive, well-organized 
"pro-democracy" movements spring up from "spontaneously" all across these countries? They 
were organized by the secret police of the very communist governments they are supposedly 
opposing. This is especially obvious in Mongolia, where there had been no organized 
pro-independence movement, and the Communist Party officials and secret police are openly 
leading the "opposition." 

Our experience here in Poland is important for your people to understand. All of the true 
opposition -- those who stand for independence and who have held true to the Polish peoples' 
aspirations for a Poland free of communism and Soviet troops -- have been suppressed by the 
communist government, which promotes the neo-Solidarity Walesa and his accommodationist 
friends as the real "leaders" of the opposition. Prime Minister Tadeusz Mazowiecki, for example, 
was previously anti-Solidarity. He was a director of the communist front organization Pax, which 
seeks to undermine the anti-communism of the Catholic Church hierarchy in Poland. He thinks 
Gorbachev is wonderful and wants Soviet occupation troops to stay. Jacek Kuron was in charge 
of communist youth in the 1950s and 60s and could never get elected to the original Solidarity 
because of his strong communist record. Now he is Poland's neo-Solidarity Minister of Labor. 
Adam Michnik was also rejected because of his militant socialism when he ran to be a delegate 
of the original Solidarity. Now he controls the print media in Poland. 

Then there is Bronislaw Geremek, neo-Solidarity leader in Parliament. At the original 
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Solidarnosc convention, he was rejected for positions six times because of his communist record. 
When the motion was made in Parliament for all former secret agents of the communist regime 
to be revealed, Geremek killed the motion, claiming that it would weaken the Solidarity 
government. These people, and many more like them, have been forced on us. 

Q. Has Walesa's base of support dwindled? 

A. Yes, very much, as has even been reported in some of your major press. The Polish people 
are very disillusioned with neo-Solidarity's path of accommodation, particularly the economic 
devastation it has brought. Thirty-eight percent of the people boycotted the 1989 election 
because they knew it was fraudulent. This was to be our first election since Soviet occupation; 
you can be sure that there would have been 100 percent participation flit had been truly fair and 
free. Even many of those who did vote did so under protest. In the elections for "local 
self-government," 58 percent of the voters refused to participate! 

Another indication of his popular decline can be seen inside neo-Solidarity. When 
Walesa was "reelected" leader of neo-Solidarity in April of this year, most of the original leaders 
of Solidarity boycotted the convention, They knew that Walesa, with the help of his communist 
collaborators, had already stacked the deck to achieve a preordained result. 

Q. Recently Lech Walesa has started sounding a lot more like Fighting Solidarity. 

A. Yes, a new twist in the "game" is being played. Back in February of this year, Walesa, 
Mazowiecki, Jaruzelski, Geremek, and the others got together and planned a new strategy to 
head off the growing opposition by preempting it. Walesa, who had been completely supportive 
of the neo-Solidarity/communist coalition and all of its disastrous policies, would now become 
the vocal opponent, to undercut the real opposition in the November election. So now he has 
been sounding very strong and anti-communist, and very critical of Mazowiecki and Jaruzelski. 
If Walesa wins in November, he will probably even have Jaruzelski "retire" from government to 
make it appear that there has been a real break, but Jaruzelski will continue to be the Soviet's real 
power behind the scenes. 

Q. How has the U.S. government treated your cause? 

A. To them we do not even exist. They support only neo-Solidarity, because it promotes 
"regional stability" and the "New World Order" they are building with Gorbachev. I am not 
saying that the American government and American taxpayers should provide funds for Fighting 
Solidarity and the Freedom Party; but, when they do provide funding, it should be divided 
equally among the opposition groups. Your Congress has provided a million dollars a year to 
neo-Solidarity directly and many millions more in aid to the neo-Solidarity coalition 
government, plus continuous support for neo-Solidarity on Radio Free Europe and Voice of 
America broadcasting 24 hours a day. We get nothing. 

Q. Tell us more about Poland's role in the New World Order. 

A. The root of our problem goes back to the end of World War II and the Yalta Agreement 
among the Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain. Poland and the other countries of 
central Europe were reorganized not according to the will of the peoples of those countries, but 
according to the New Order envisioned by Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill at Yalta. That New 
Order has plunged us into a terrible communist nightmare for the past 45 years. I know that you 
are familiar with this betrayal of Poland, since it was exposed by your own American 
Ambassador to Poland at the time, Arthur Bliss Lane, in his book J Saw Poland Betrayed. Now 
we hear Bush and Gorbachev speaking of a New World Order and it is clear that Poland and 
central Europe are again going to be the guinea pigs in their globalist experimentation. 
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These Western globalists -- like David Rockefeller, Zbigniew Brzezinski, George Bush, 
Henry Kissinger, and their fellow members of the Trilateral Commission and the Council on 
Foreign Relations -- are again determining central Europe's future without any consideration of 
the will and desires of the millions of people who live there. Rockefeller has been to Poland 
many times and gives full support to the Jaruzelski-Mazowiecki regime. Under the New World 
Order, Poland and the other central European countries will be merged with Western Europe and 
the Soviet Union, and eventually with the United States, Japan, and the rest of the countries to 
form a world government. 


Q. Bronislaw Geremek, neo-Solidarity's leader of Parliament, has recently become a member 
of the Trilateral Commission. 


A. Yes, so you can probably expect that his career will continue to rise. 
AMERICAN OPINION Independent Businessmen, an Endangered 
Species? 
GARY BENOIT 


Many Americans still believe that the free enterprise system and private property rights 
are sacred in America. The truth of the matter is, they used to be sacred. With each passing 
decade, the federal government gains greater control over private enterprise and private property 
through its tax and regulatory policies. 

The federal government has not formally declared ownership over all property and land, 
as sO many communist and socialistic governments have done. It simply extends a bureaucratic 
tyranny over business and property. Ever so gradually, businessmen and property owners are 
becoming employees of Uncle Sam, even though they are still allowed to hold nominal title. 

In 1887, the first federal regulatory agency -- the Interstate Commerce Commission- 
came into existence. In recent decades the regulatory agencies have metastasized like a cancer on 
the American landscape. They include the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, the 
Food and Drug Administration, and the Environmental Protection Agency. By combining the 
three branches of government -- the legislative, the executive, and the judicial -- into a single 
body, these agencies weaken the system of checks and balances that the Founding Fathers so 
carefully crafted into the Constitution. 

Regulations issued by these agencies can take on the force of law unless vetoed by an act 
of Congress. Victims of these regulations can be forced to argue their cases before the agency 
that issued the regulations, and are obliged to exhaust all administrative remedies before the case 
can go before a regular court. 

Free Enterprise Works 

The Environmental Protection Agency, since its inception in 1970, has become one of the 
most powerful agencies of the federal government. Major environmental laws such as the Clean 
Air Act, the Wilderness Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act, to name but 
a few, have greatly expanded the powers of the federal government. In spite of recent studies 
showing that the environment is actually cleaner than in the past, environmental concerns have 
been used as a pretext to extend government control over everybody and everything. Should this 
trend continue unabated, the most seriously endangered species could become the independent 
American businessman and property owner. 

Ironically, the destruction of the American free enterprise system would probably have a 
negative impact not only on freedom but also on the environment. Anyone who doubts this need 
look no further than the environmental damage! in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. The 
free enterprise system has been good for the environment not only because it results in new 
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technologies -- enabling more production with less pollution -- but because free men and women 
tend to be more responsible than government bureaucrats and slaves. 
Cost of Regulation 

The impact of these regulations on the economy is awesome to contemplate. According 
to a 1989 study prepared by economists Dale Jorgenson and Peter Wilcoxen for the Kennedy 
School of Government at Harvard University, "The cost of environmental regulation is a 
long-run reduction of 2.59 percent in the level of the U.S. gross national product." The Detroit 
News commented in 1990, "This means that the gross national product this year will be about 
$180 billion lower, with four million fewer jobs, than it would have been otherwise." 

Even President Bush admits that in 1987 alone we spent $81 billion on pollution control, 
over $62 billion of it in the private sector. When non-environmental regulations are factored into 
the equation, the costs are even higher. According to Mr. Bush, "Federal regulations impose 
estimated direct costs on the economy as high as $175 billion annually -- more than $1700 for 
every taxpayer in the United States." Should the Clean Air Act now before Congress be enacted, 
the annual cost to the economy would increase as much as $22 billion to $25 billion. 

The EPA is the federal government's main environmental agency, entrusted (in the words 
of the U.S. Government Manual) to "control and abate pollution in the areas of air, water, solid 
waste, pesticides, radiation, and toxic substances." In fiscal 1990 this one agency consumed an 
estimated $5.5 billion in order to carry out this mission. 

Satisfying environmental regulations can be very costly and time consuming. Sometimes 
it's even difficult to determine what environmental agencies such as the EPA require. Rick 
Brueggemann, the environmental supervisor for the Bavarian Truck Co., a mid-sized 
waste-disposal business based in Kentucky, told THE NEW AMERICAN: "The regulations are a 
moving target. Every time you try to do something, the rules change." Brueggemann does not 
know how much money environmental regulations are costing his company, but does know that 
"it's a full-time job" to satisfy them. In addition, his company, which employs 90 people, has 
piled up plenty of attorney hours. Environmental regulations impact businesses of all sizes and 
types, but they fall most heavily on small businesses that cannot afford to employ batteries of 
lawyers or full-time environmental supervisors. 

The EPA enforces compliance with its regulations by imposing heavy fines and by filing 
lawsuits. On June 26, 1989, for instance, the agency publicly announced fines totaling $1.65 
million against 42 companies for failing to report toxic releases. The largest fine ($262,000) was 
levied against Diceon Electronics Inc., a California-based electronics company. On July 27, 
1990, the USX Corp. resolved an EPA-filed lawsuit by agreeing to pay $34 million in costs and 
penalties for discharging untreated waste water from its plant in Gary, Indiana. 

Sometimes the fines border on the bizarre. Joseph Jones, the owner of a small West 
Virginia industrial supply business started by his father, was fined $20,000 because a transformer 
leaked a small amount of oil containing more than the government-mandated level of PCBs onto 
a concrete slab. Now Jones must test the transformers and, at his own expense, transport those 
deemed hazardous to a special environmentally-secure dump site in Arkansas. 

These instances of EPA regulations are not isolated examples. Whole sectors of the 
economy have been affected. For instance, in 1988 the EPA began phasing in rules requiring 
firms to upgrade or replace aging gasoline tanks. These rules could cause many of the nation's 
service stations to fold. According to the Petroleum Marketers Association of America, 17 
percent of the gas-tank operators it surveyed will close over a four-year period as a direct 
consequence of the EPA's regulations. The EPA concedes that its regulations will increase the 
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failure rate for small businesses by 40 percent. 

According to EPA figures, tank replacement for an average size station will cost $80,000, 
and tank upgrades will cost as much as $40,000. The EPA estimates that there are as many as 2 
million underground tanks in this country covered by their regulations, and that ten to thirty 
percent of these tanks are probably leaking. 

EPA regulations also require owners to purchase expensive leak detection devices for all 
but the smallest tanks, and to purchase insurance covering claims against leak damage. Even 
small businessmen with fewer than 13 tanks must purchase $1 million in insurance coverage by 
October 1991. EPA enforces compliance with fines of up to $10,000 per day for each tank in 
violation. 

De-Energizing America 

EPA regulations affecting service stations are just one example of how 
government-enforced environmentalism has been used as a weapon to drive up the cost of energy 
and to restrict energy development: 

* In June 1990, Mr. Bush delayed oil and gas development in vast off-shore areas, 
including 99 percent of the waters off the California coastline, for ten years. Development 
"should occur in an environmentally sound manner," the President declared in his announcement. 

¢ The huge Point Arguello field off the California coast can produce 100,000 barrels of 
oil per day just as soon as a go-ahead is given. The wells have been drilled and the platforms 
have been put in place. But state and local environmental officials have refused to issue the 
necessary permits because of their unyielding opposition to transportation of the oil by tanker. 

¢ The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is still closed to development, even though this 
area is estimated to contain as much oil as Alaska's Prudhoe Bay. Those who claim that 
development would be an environmental catastrophe neglect to mention that the caribou herd -- 
which was supposed to have been threatened by the pipeline and Prudhoe Bay development -- 
has grown substantially in recent years. 

¢ Exaggerated environmental and health concerns have also been used to virtually halt 
construction of any new nuclear power plants in this country. Since 1974, every order placed for 
a new nuclear generating unit has been either canceled or rejected. No new orders have been 
placed since 1978. Orders for more than 100 nuclear generating units have been canceled or 
rejected. 

Wetlands Policies 

Running for President in 1988, George Bush promised that our national goal would be no 
net loss of wetlands. David Senter, national director of the American Agriculture Movement, 
claimed in a letter to U.S. senators that federal agencies "are using wetlands delineation, clean 
water, and other laws as a way to take control of vast areas of farmland, much of which has been 
farmed for decades and has nothing to do with permanent wetlands." Senter warned that U.S. 
farmers could lose "25 percent to 50 percent of their net equity due to the outright taking of their 
land by the federal government." 

"Some environmentalists are running headlong at the property rights embedded in the 
U.S. Constitution," the Wall Street Journal editorialized on August 27, 1990. "The question is 
why the Bush Administration has been helping the greens succeed." Anyone who doubts that 
property rights have been violated need only consult the record: 

* John Pozsgai, a refugee from the 1956 Hungarian uprising, found out just how little 
regard the EPA has for property rights when he placed top soil and clean fill on his own property 
without a permit. A self-employed truck mechanic, Pozsgai operates a small repair shop in 
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Morrisville, Pennsylvania. In June 1987, he purchased a lot near his home with the intent of 
building a new garage. 

The lot, used for the last 20 years as an illegal dump site, was littered with old tires, 
rusting cars, and other trash. Pozsgai removed the junk and then had top soil and clean fill placed 
over part of his property. Then, in September 1988, the EPA had Pozsgai arrested for 
"discharging pollutants into waters of the United States" -- pollutants consisting of top soil and 
clean fill. 

It seems that a stream running along the eastern border of the property, which was dry 
most of the year, would sometimes flood part of the property because of the damming effect of 
the old tires, thereby creating "wetland" conditions. When the tires were removed, the flooding 
ceased. But this did not prevent the EPA from charging that the placing of fill on the property 
resulted in the destruction of "wetlands." This was deemed to be a violation of the Clean Water 
Act, even though the Act itself merely bans the polluting of "navigable waters," not of wetlands. 

For his "crime," John Pozsgai was fined $202,000 and sentenced to three years in prison 
and five years probation. Recalling Mr. Bush's campaign pledge, U.S. Attorney Seth Weber 
claimed at the sentencing, "A message must be sent to the private landowners, the corporations 
and developers of this country." 

¢ In 1989, Ocie Mills and his son Carey went to prison for placing 19 loads of sand and 
cleaning out a 300-foot drainage ditch on their own Florida property. Ocie Mills had wanted to 
build a house for his son near the ditch and needed the fill to solve already-existing drainage 
problems. He was told by Florida environmental officials that he did not need a permit. Indeed, 
he received a letter from Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Assistant General 
Counsel E. Gary Early, stating that investigation had "determined that you were maintaining 
your existing canal rather than engaging in new dredging activities. Maintaining existing 
structures is specifically exempted from further permit requirements." 

This pronouncement notwithstanding, Ocie Mills and his son were later convicted of 
"knowingly discharging fill material in wetlands," and of "dredging a canal in navigable waters." 
For these crimes, the two were each sentenced to 21 months in prison, freed $5000, and ordered 
to restore the property. Keith Onsdorff, an EPA associate enforcement counsel, argued that this 
penalty would "send a strong message across the country that those who knowingly violate 
environmental laws are going to jail." 

¢ John and Gene Biggi own a piece of land bordering a drainage ditch in downtown 
Beaverton, Oregon. The property has not been a wetland since 1908, the year the drainage ditch 
was completed. In 1976, as part of the city's plan to improve its downtown area, the Biggis, 
along with other property owners along the ditch, began filling in their property. The Biggis 
completed their fill in 1983, but in 1986 the EPA cited them for filling without a permit. Then in 
1990 the EPA sought to have the Biggis pay a free of $10,000 a day from May 9, 1977 through 
February 5, 1987, and then $25,000 a day from that point on. By September 30, 1990, these fines 
amounted to more than $73 million. 

Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act is another weapon used by environmentalists to impose 
their will. By getting the Fish and Wildlife Service to declare a species "endangered" or 
"threatened," environmentalists have been able to block development and, in the process, destroy 
jobs. For example, environmentalists oppose the harvesting of trees in the "old-growth" 
evergreen national forests that stretch from northern California to British Columbia. By getting 
northern spotted owls declared a "threatened" species, they have been able to "protect" the 
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forests as well as the owls, while adversely impacting the livelihoods of thousands. 

Environmentalists who oppose logging ignore the fact that loggers must take great care 
not to cut down all of their trees. A Pacific Lumber Co. brochure explains: 

Because a continuous supply of trees is vital to The Pacific Lumber Company, we 

manage and cultivate our 194,000 acres of forestland carefully. We maintain 

access roads so we can protect our trees against forest fires, erosion, insects, or 

damage from human activity. We plant and nurture new seedlings to replace the 

trees we cut. We watch our lands as carefully as any good farmer would, because 

our lands represent our livelihood. 

Because of its concern for the environment, Pacific Lumber even donated 20,000 of the 
76,000 acres of old-growth redwoods that are in public preserves in California. Yet, the President 
of Pacific Lumber, Charles Hurwitz, has become (in the words of the Los Angeles Times) 
western environmentalists' "Enemy #1." 

Earth First! radicals were unable to halt logging in the Pacific Northwest, so forest 
"defenders" seized upon the spotted owl in order to use the power of government to accomplish 
basically the same thing. In April 1990, a team of government wildlife biologists recommended a 
logging ban in vast areas of the Pacific Northwest in order to save the northern spotted owl. One 
lumber company executive calculated that this recommendation would set aside about $95 
million in timber for each pair of spotted owls. Two months later, the northern spotted owl was 
declared a threatened species, even though the only difference between it and a California cousin 
may be habitat. 

The economic consequences of this decision will be severe. In May 1990, the U.S. Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management released a study estimating that efforts to protect 
the owl would cut timber harvests nearly in half by 1995 and eliminate at least 13,000 jobs. 
Other estimates are even higher. The Northwest Forest Resource Council contends that treating 
the owl as a threatened species would eliminate 130,000 jobs and deprive the federal government 
of $1 billion in timber revenue. 

Speaking in Portland, Oregon in May 1990, Mr. Bush stated: "I reject those who would 
ignore, totally ignore, the economic consequences of the spotted owl decision." Then he added, 
"But I also reject those who do not recognize their obligation to protect our delicate ecosystem." 

The northern spotted owl is not the only species that has been used to impede 
development and lock up the land. All across the country, environmentalists are identifying 
species that can be used to accomplish their political purposes. Stephens' kangaroo rat, a 
three-inch-long rodent, has delayed the construction of new housing in Riverside County, 
California. The Colorado squawfish has blocked a $590 million water project intended to benefit 
the Ute Indians. The Mount Graham red squirrel has held up a planned $300 million observatory 
atop Mount Graham in Arizona. 

These cases are not isolated examples. Step by step, environmentalists backed by the 
power of government are using environmental concerns as a pretext for locking up the land. If it 
is not the Endangered Species Act, it is unreasonable wetlands policies or some other 
environmental bugaboo. Regulations that already impact many businessmen and property owners 
may soon be extended to others. The American Forest Resource Alliance reported in June 1990: 

Grazing, mining, timber, recreation, hunting, fishing, and many other uses are under 

attack. It is becoming increasingly clear that for any of us to survive, we must all 

work together when one group is attacked. 

The timber industry faces issues such as regulation of forested wetlands, 
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preservation of the Red-cockaded Woodpecker, biodiversity, and the Spotted 

Owl. These issues are actually tools used by the preservationists to remove 

multiple users from federal land. The Desert Tortoise is being used now to 

remove ranchers. 

Environmental Scare Tactics 

Environmentalists are not above employing scare tactics and bad science in order to 
condition people to accept government intervention. Examples include the asbestos scare, the 
Alar scare, and the radon scare. 

Asbestos Scare: In 1982, the nation's schools were required to inspect for asbestos. In 
1986, the Congress passed and President Ronald Reagan signed into law the Asbestos Hazard 
Emergency Response Act, which ordered "abatement" in every school building judged to contain 
damaged asbestos. Abatement involves the sealing off or removal of asbestos. The following 
year, the EPA issued regulations for inspecting asbestos building materials in schools and for 
asbestos abatement. 

The cost of this clean-up is horrendous. The EPA estimates that 45,000 of the nation's 
100,000 school buildings contain asbestos in a potentially dangerous state. Removing asbestos 
costs $20 or more per square foot, or approximately 100 times the cost of installing it. The 
National School Boards Association estimates that abatement will cost more than $6 billion just 
for the public schools. The public school costs will be borne by the taxpayers, while many 
private schools unable to shoulder this extra burden may be forced to shut down. 

Should these regulations be extended to all public and commercial buildings, the cost 
would skyrocket. The EPA estimates that at least 733,000 public and commercial buildings 
contain asbestos in a potentially dangerous condition, and that the cost of abating this asbestos 
would run about $51 billion. Other estimates range as high as $100 billion to $150 billion. 

Yet, asbestos does not pose a serious health risk. The January 19, 1990 issue of Science 
published an asbestos study that concluded: "Available data do not support the concept that 
low-level exposure to asbestos is a health hazard in buildings and schools." The study found that 
fiber concentrations in buildings were "comparable to levels in outdoor air, a point surely 
relevant to assessing the health risks of asbestos in buildings." The paper argued that removing 
the asbestos is far more risky than any health benefits derived from removing it. "Clearly, the 
asbestos panic in the U.S. must be curtailed, especially because unwarranted and poorly 
controlled asbestos abatement results in unnecessary risks to young removal workers who may 
develop asbestos related cancers in later decades," the authors of the paper maintained. 

In July 1989, the EPA issued new rules banning almost all uses of asbestos by 1997. 
According to agency estimates, all but six percent of the asbestos currently in use would be 
banned. 

Alar Scare: In February 1989, the EPA announced that it planned to ban Alar, but would 
allow its use for at least another 18 months. Alar was used by apple growers as a ripener and to 
preserve crispness. Later that month, the CBS news program 60 Minutes aired a sensational 
story claiming that Alar was causing cancer in children. In the wake of the ensuing public panic, 
consumers stopped buying apple products, causing the price of apples to plummet. 

In May 1989, apple industry spokesmen held a news conference in Washington DC to 
announce that they were asking growers to end the use of Alar. The spokesmen said that the 
year's apple crop had dropped by 20 percent compared to the previous year, largely because of 
the Alar scare. They estimated that the downturn had already cost the industry $50 million. 
Interestingly, the International Apple Institute, a trade association represented at the news 
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conference, estimated that only about 5 percent of the U.S. apple crop was treated with alar in 
1989. 

Yet, like asbestos, Alar did not present an undue health hazard. The 60 Minutes story 
cited an unpublished report by the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), an 
environmental group. The NRDC report was based on a discredited 1977 test in which the 
amount of Alar fed to rats was 266,000 times that of normal human ingestion. Even the EPA 
admitted that "there are no hard facts on hand that directly link Alar with human cancer cases." 
Moreover, "the Natural Resources Defense Council report used data rejected in scientific peer 
review." These pronouncements notwithstanding, the EPA in September 1989 called for an end 
to Alar use after May 31, 1991. 

Radon Scare: In September 1988, the EPA issued a national health advisory on radon, 
recommending the testing of homesites for the presence of this colorless, odorless gas. In April 
1989, the EPA recommended that school officials test their buildings for radon. Later that year, 
EPA administrator William Reilly claimed that 10 million homes in America may have 
dangerous levels of radon. He cited Iowa as having 71 percent of its homes above the EPA's 
"danger level" -- a higher percentage than any other state. 

Figures such as these suggest a crisis. Yet, once again, the risk to the public has been 
greatly exaggerated. Warren Brooks demonstrated in a March 1990 syndicated column that the 
EPA's figures simply did not add up. "According to the EPA's risk model, Iowa should have had 
1,600 lung cancer deaths from radon alone in 1988," noted Brooks. "Instead, Iowa's total lung 
cancer deaths in 1988 were 1,420, and even the EPA admits that at least 85 percent of those were 
caused by smoking. Diet, genetic factors and simple aging probably account for nearly all of the 
rest." Brooks points out that, based on EPA guidelines, venting radon from American homes 
could cost $8 billion to $10 billion. 

Where Will It All Lead? 

Unless informed Americans once again limit our federal government to its proper 
constitutional role, it will continue to use environmentalism as a pretext for grabbing power. 
Unless the power grab is exposed and opposed, the developing bureaucratic tyranny of 
California's South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) may be a sign of things to 
come. According to the Wall Street Journal, this agency is, "in a sense, a model for 
environmental agencies everywhere." 

In order to combat pollution, the AQMD has submitted a 20-year plan that would limit 
even bakeries, dry cleaners, and backyard barbecues. It intends to restrict construction of new 
drive-through restaurants and banks, and to eliminate all aerosols. This unelected body fully 
intends to alter the life-styles of Californians under the guise of fighting pollution. Its budget has 
been increasing at the rate of 32 percent per year, and its growing staff already numbers 900. 

In February 1990, a coalition of builders, manufacturers, and labor unions charged that 
AQMD regulations could cause at least 350,000 persons to lose their jobs. The coalition further 
maintained that the regulations would cause many businesses to flee the region. David Finegood, 
the owner of a furniture company, said that AQMD rules are compelling him to move a 
manufacturing plant from Compton, California to Tijuana, Mexico in order to stay competitive. 

Riding the Issue 

Many Americans sincerely believe that regulations are necessary in order to clean up the 
environment, Yet the EPA's own studies show that the environment is cleaner than in the past. In 
April 1990, an EPA report found that the release of toxic substances into the environment by 
industry had dropped by about 9 percent in 1989 as compared to 1988. In its annual report on 
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urban quality, the EPA concluded that pollutants had fallen dramatically from 1979 to 1988. 

Why are tough new environmental restrictions being imposed when air quality is 
improving? The answer is simple: Environmental regulations are based not so much on 
safe-guarding the environment as on implementing the political agenda of the environmentalists. 
"We've got to ride the global warming issue," Senator Timothy Wirth (D-CO) told a reporter. 
"Even if the theory is wrong, we will be doing the right thing in terms of economic and 
environmental policy." Stephen Schneider, a respected global warming expert with the National 
Center for Atmospheric Research, put it this way: 

On the one hand, as scientists, we are ethically bound to the scientific method, in effect 

promising to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but -- which means that 

we must include all the doubts, the caveats, thefts, ands, and buts. On the other 

hand, we are not just scientists but human beings as well. And like most people 

we'd like to see the world a better place, which in this context translates into our 

working to reduce the risk of potentially disastrous climatic change. To do that we 

need to get some broad-based support, to capture the public's imagination. That, 

of course, entails getting loads of media coverage. So we have to offer up scary 

scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any 

doubts we might have .... Each of us has to decide what the right balance is 

between being effective and being honest. 

Environmental Politics 

The key to understanding the environmental issue is to recognize that the politics of 
environmentalism is much more important than the science. There are certainly legitimate 
environmental concerns that should be solved at the local and state levels. But, at the same time, 
environmental concerns -- real, imagined, and exaggerated -- are being used to further a 
not-so-hidden political agenda. Moreover, these same concerns are also being portrayed as global 
crises that can only be adequately addressed on the international level. The latter argument is 
being used to justify more and more international regulation in order to help bring about a new 
world order. As Jessica Tuchman Mathews put it in the July/August 1990 issue of the EPA 
Journal: 

[E]nvironmental imperatives are changing the concept of national sovereignty. The 
post-postwar era is still unnamed, but its defining characteristics are clear: 

multipolarity, replacing the bipolar U.S.-USSR axis around which nations used to 

array themselves; economic interdependence; and diverse invasions of national 

sovereignty. 

Putting these trends together, it is likely that international problem-solving 

in the decades ahead will for the first time depend on collective management, not 

hegemony. And it is precisely this form of governance that global environmental 

problems will yield. 

Mathews, vice president of the World Resources Institute, is a member of the 
world-government-promoting Council on Foreign Relations. 

Put simply, the power grab is not limited to Washington DC alone. Unless stopped, 
environmentalism will be used to convince Americans not only to lower their standard of living 
and boost federal spending, but to accept international controls. Unless businessmen and others 
who profit from the free enterprise system work to save this now-threatened system from 
extinction, they can anticipate losing not only their businesses and property but their freedom as 
well. 
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CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Socialism Could Bury Us 

ITEM: Reporting on a recent visit to Kansas by a 290-member Soviet delegation, the October 
17th New York Times said that Sergei Khrushchev was asked about his father's statement that 
"we will bury" the United States. "He proved to be wrong, in the sense that socialism would 
triumph over capitalism," Sergei was quoted as saying. 

CORRECTION: On the contrary, there is considerable evidence that Nikita Khrushchev was 
right. The United States is now at least "45 percent socialist," said free-market economist Milton 
Friedman last December. He arrived at that figure by calculating that "spending by government 
currently amounts to about 45 percent of the means of production that produce the national 
income." But the trend toward total socialism is even greater than that, said Friedman, when one 
considers that the government is rapidly expanding its control over more and more facets of 
American life by directing how some means of production may be used (delivery of first-class 
mail, for instance) and by controlling other uses "through laws governing wages, hours, and 
working conditions, rent control, and other ways." 

Democracy in America? 

ITEM: /n an essay published in the November issue of Harper's Magazine, Lewis Lapham 
wrote: "Democracy, of course, is never easy to define. The meaning of the word changes with 
vagaries of time, place, and circumstance. The American democracy in 1990 is not what it was 
in 1890..." 

CORRECTION: America was still very much a Republic in 1890, as the Founding Fathers 
intended it to be, but it has deteriorated in the direction of a democracy as we have become a 
government of men instead of a government of laws. James Madison, the architect of the 
Constitution, had no trouble defining democracy. He said that "democracies have ever been 
spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal 
security, or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have 
been violent in their deaths .... 

The Establishment's Man 

ITEM: Declaring that the Bush administration "needs a complete make over for the President's 
reelection bid in 1992, the October 29th U.S. News & World Report suggested a "reform 
agenda" that would take aim at "various establishments: The congressional establishment 
through a term-limitation amendment and campaign reform, the education establishment by 
increasing parents’ choices of where they school their children through use of education 
vouchers; the liberal establishment by requiring tougher penalties for more crimes, and the legal 
establishment through product-liability reform." 

CORRECTION: U.S. News neglected to mention the most important establishment of all -- 
the one-world internationalist establishment whose partisans can usually be found on the 
membership rolls of the Council on Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission. It is this 
Establishment that has long promoted what President Bush now calls "a new world order," which 
is just a euphemism for world government. 

The Abortionists' Man 

ITEM: /n an interview in the November issue of GQ, governor Mario Cuomo of New York 
was asked about his running battle with the Catholic Church over the issue of abortion. He said 
that, while cardinals and bishops now teach that abortion is a sin, "for 900 years we taught 
something else -- from Augustine to Aquinas, we didn't believe it was a sin ...." 

CORRECTION: Governor Cuomo had better go back and check church history, for abortion 
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has been taught as sinful from the beginning. In the first century AD, a collection of apostolic 
teachings known as the Didache declared: "You shall not procure abortion. You shall not destroy 
a newborn child." The second century epistle of Barnabas said: "Do not murder a child by 
abortion, or commit infanticide." That same teaching has been reiterated down through the 
centuries by saints, popes, and church councils, including the Second Vatican Council 
(1962-1965), which called abortion an "unspeakable crime." 

Get US out of the Mideast! 

ITEM: Anz editorial in the November/December issue of UFCW Action, the magazine of the 
United Food and Commercial Workers Union, said: "It is ironic that the shrillest criticism of the 
U.S. military operation in the Middle East is coming from right-wing columnists and politicians 
at home, who normally applaud brandishing military muscle in the face of despots. They say the 
U.S. is siding with the rich, undemocratic Arab rulers instead of the Arab people." 

CORRECTION: Criticism by some "right-wingers" of the massive U.S. presence in the 
Persian Gulf is not ironic; it is based on the belief that the President of the United States has no 
constitutional authority to use the armed forces of this country to settle a dispute between two 
foreign nations, to guarantee stability in the Middle East, to assure the flow of oil to 
energy-dependent countries, or to bring about a new world order. The U.S. response to a crisis 
anywhere in the world should be to use American forces to obtain the release of any American 
hostages -- and then bring the troops home. 


Anyone Listening? 

Making confidential business calls? Those dedicated watchdogs of our rights, the federal 
courts, say that -- despite the clear mandate of the constitution -- OSHA inspectors, tax 
collectors, and other agents do not need search warrants to spy on our radio transmissions. That 
means cellular and portable phones. If you're not careful, the Alan Funt of DC could pop up and 
say, "Smile, you're on Candid Inquisition!" 

Out for the Count 

American businesses make heavy use of census data. Given the unconstitutional nature of 
most of the information collected, there may be a certain justice in the fact that census data may 
soon become useless except for political blackmail. Liberals are demanding that the census -- 
which found fewer members of officially sanctioned minorities in decaying urban areas than the 
politicians had hoped for -- be "statistically adjusted" to add some agreed-on percentage of 
blacks, Hispanics, and others not counted. 

How can we know that people not counted exist? Only the insensitive would ask, and no 
one in Washington is insensitive. So, look for the census to be queered so that inner cities get 
more welfare money and congressional seats than they deserve. That bothers me. That business 
may have to pay for its own research data doesn't. 

Give My Cigars to Broadway! 

Businessmen in New York City are so angry they're smoking, because now their 
customers can't. New York used to call itself Fun City. Now the sobriquet is embarrassing, given 
the ubiquitous murders, rapes, muggings, taxes (or do I repeat myself?), anti-white and 
anti-Asian bigotry, dirt, corruption, and bums. To handle the crisis, Mayor David N. Dinkins has 
outlawed tobacco vending machines in businesses ranging from restaurants to laundromats. 

Small businesses now barely making it will be deprived of a source of revenue, and 
vending machine companies may be driven out of business. Smokers' rights, of course, count for 
nothing. Somehow, this symbolizes the whole mess. Packs of young animals go "wildin'" in the 
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parks and subways for fun and profit, so the city government targets businessmen guilty of a 
New-Age crime: providing what their customers want. 
Compulsory Donation? 

Dayton-Hudson, the big Minneapolis-based retailer, tried to take a neutral stance in the 
abortion debate by stopping an annual $20,000 contribution to Planned Parenthood of Minnesota. 
Planned Parenthood went ballistic, naturally, and so did its allies in the press; and, with the help 
of a concerted media campaign, the pro-abortionists pressured the company into reinstituting the 
canceled donation. 

Earlier this year, the Los Angeles Times ran an excellent series of articles on pro-abortion 
bias in the media. But one factor went unmentioned: the vast number of liberal female reporters 
and editors who have had abortions, and the equally large number of male reporters and editors 
who have procured them for their girlfriends. One reason pro-lifers have had such a hard time: 
The Establishment media are accessories to this crime -- before, during, and after the fact. 

Cavil Rights 

When they hear the words civil rights, businessmen should grab their wallets -- not to 
offer them, but to hold on tight. For those two words tell you that money and power are about to 
be transferred from stockholders and taxpayers to politically powerful "victim" groups. Most of 
the mugging called civil rights takes place in Washington, of course, but sometimes the activists 
are more direct. In Manhattan, for example, Mustafa Majeed, a civil rights leader who works for 
the Mayor's Office of Film, has shaken down movie directors from Francis Ford Coppola to 
Woody Allen. His two most recent successes are on Godfather ITI and Bonfire of the Vanities. 

Majeed, who also heads his own Communications Industry Skills Center, says he wants 
more black members on film crews. To achieve this, Majeed -- whose plush office features a 
huge portrait of communist Paul Robeson as the Emperor Jones -- uses a technique common on 
the streets of New York, if not in the business community. As he boasted to Spy magazine, the 
tall and muscular Majeed takes a group of street toughs and barges into a scene being filmed. 
When the camera stops, Majeed grabs the production manager by the throat, chokes him, and 
asks to discuss hiring practices. After quick negotiations, the production company hires a few of 
Majeed's young friends at high salaries. 

Increased "Cuts" 

Except in his role as cash cow, the taxpayer is of little interest in Washington DC. 
Certainly the bipartisan ruse called a budget agreement, which raises taxes by $137 billion and 
spending by $100 billion, shows nothing but contempt for the people who, as individuals and 
business owners, pay all the bills. 

The budget deal includes alleged spending cuts, but, as usual, they're fraudulent. 
Everything is going up. The only "cuts" are promises to cut projected increases. (Say someone 
spends $1000 on his vacation this year. He wants to spend $1500 next year, but can only come 
up with $1300. In the real world, that's a $300 increase. In DC, it's a $200 cut.) It's the same with 
"deficit reduction." If a man earns $20,000 this year, but spends $25,000, he has a $5000 deficit. 
If next year, he wants to spend $30,000, and steals $3000 from the people next door, he's 
lowered his deficit, but so what? It will still be higher than last year's. The focus ought to be on 
that, on his increased spending, and perhaps even on his neighbors. 

Gramm-Rudman was supposed to balance the budget this year, but it's clearly just 
another device to fool the people while the government continues its merry spending. Sure 
enough, each year the politicians put off the dread "effective date" for a balanced budget. Now 
it's 1995. 
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-- LLEWELLYN H. ROCKWELL 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Tying the 
Taxing Hands 

Once upon a time there was a constitutional initiative that nobody wanted -- nobody, that 
is, except the people. So it is with Montana's CI-55, an ingenious little proposal that could do 
more to place government under the wise and watchful eye of the citizenry than all the other 
races and issues in the state combined, It is a sleeping giant in the fall elections that has the 
special interest groups (and their pandering politicians) quaking in their boots. It also has the rest 
of the nation looking on with intense interest. 

Conservative Brainchild 

CI-55 is the brain-child of Corvallis, Montana's Naomi Powell. Naomi is not a politician, 
a lawyer, or a feminist. Although she's a "senior citizen," she's anything but a Gray Panther! You 
will find no feature articles about her in the Montana dailies, because she doesn't conform to the 
media's predetermined image of what women in politics should be. Her Christian faith doesn't fit 
any more than her conservative ideology. Yet, if you threw all the feminist media stars together 
and added up their achievements, they wouldn't hold a candle to what Naomi Powell has been 
able to accomplish in a few short years. 

In 1986, Naomi spearheaded the drive for CI-27 in Montana, which would have 
abolished all property taxes in the state. Amidst a firestorm of political opposition, this proposal 
still gained the support of 46 percent of the electorate, CI-55 is in many ways superior to CI-27 
in that it not only abolishes all taxes, but also provides a simple and foolproof alternative for 
funding state government," the 1 percent "trade charge." 

While no one likes taxes -- whether direct or indirect -- most would concede that, to 
support the essential and legitimate functions of government, some consistent source of revenue 
must be found. The trick is to find an income source that inherently limits the size and growth of 
government by being distinctly removed from the politician's grasping hand. Therein lies the 
beauty of CI-55. 

Beyond the Pound of Flesh 

Consider the more "traditional" means of funding state governments: 

* Income Taxes: There is probably no other form of taxation that is more subject to 
shameless political manipulation and demagoguery. It's an age-old game. Politicians, seeking 
ever more largess for the public treasury, grandstand about the need to soak the rich, thereby 
appealing to the basest of human instincts -- envy of other people's possessions and achievement. 
While many people bite on the bait, there's a treble hook hidden inside that snags not only the 
"wealthy," but also the consumer who must absorb the ultimate price increases, and, most of all, 
the middle-class wage earner who always has paid and always will pay the lion's share of all 
income taxes. Thanks to politically-contrived inflation, the middle class will see their incomes 
creep into progressively higher tax brackets. 

But the evils of the income tax go far beyond the pounds of flesh it extracts. Taxation of 
personal income necessarily requires a government enforcement apparatus that places our 
liberties in constant jeopardy. The army of bureaucrats necessary to execute such a tax, and the 
"administrative" powers they wield, have no place in a free society. Neither does the invasion of 
our financial privacy, and the reams of records we must keep and dutifully turn over to our 
government. Furthermore, the income tax is viewed by politicians as an ideal way to manipulate 
society. Every time they change the tax codes to encourage or discourage certain categories of 
human action, we all jump through their hoops. We wind up making financial decisions based 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


not on sound economic principles, but on the whims of the tax collector. 

¢ Sales Tax: This is another form of tax that, once established, politicians find very easy 
to escalate out of sight, one percent at a time. State residents who start out with a 1 or 2 percent 
sales tax wonder how it is that, ten years later, they are being taxed 6 or 7 percent. Raising the 
sales tax is a temptation that politicians cannot resist. Meanwhile, private business becomes the 
state's tax collector. Private businessmen bear the burden of enforcing the tax and guaranteeing 
that every cent is paid in. Companies judged negligent face severe penalties. 

¢ Property Tax: This is perhaps the most onerous tax of all because it establishes the 
precept that private property, in the truest sense, does not exist. It says, in effect, that we do not 
own our property; we merely rent it from the government. If you doubt this is true, try not paying 
your property taxes for a while and see how quickly a lien is slapped on your property by your 
friendly local government. The property you think you own you will not own for long! 

In net effect, what the property tax does is discourage the accumulation of private 
property. It shatters dreams, punishes success, and forces us into a short-term, consumptive view 
of life. Property taxes often work their worst hardship on retirees and others who live on fixed or 
reduced incomes, who find themselves no longer able to pay the government "rent" necessary to 
stay in their own homes. Finally, property taxes, like income taxes, create a permanent 
professional bureaucracy for the purpose of assessing and collecting these taxes. 

Tamper-Proof Funding 

The wisdom of CI-55's "trade charge" approach is that it incorporates the basic 
characteristics of the "ideal tax" (if there is such a thing), in that: (1) it is very small and both 
administratively and legislatively tamper-proof, thus automatically limiting the size of state 
government, (2) it is fundamentally fair, applying to all people equally, with no loopholes to 
regulate our lives, and (3) is as unobtrusive as possible, posing little or no threat to the privacy of 
the individual. 

CI-55 would abolish all state income taxes, property taxes, business and severance taxes, 
gasoline taxes, and license fees. In their place, the state would levy a 1 percent flat tax on all 
legislatively defined "financial transactions" (after 18 months, this rate would be lowered, since | 
percent is projected to bring in significantly more revenue than the government needs). No 
longer would state politicians be able to use our tax system to punish certain groups while 
benefitting others. No longer would they be able to use tax incentives and disincentives as a 
means of regulating and manipulating our lives. One of the major sources of government 
corruption and influence peddling would end. 

Furthermore, CI-55 would strike at the heart of the government growth and spending 
problem. Who would bear the greatest burden of each new tax has until now depended solely on 
which interest groups could exert the most political pressure. This may sound cynical, but it's 
exactly how the process has worked. Ironically, as these taxes have passed through the economy, 
we have all become the losers because, ultimately, we have all paid the price through higher 
consumer costs, a sluggish economy, lower wages, and fewer jobs. 

CI-55 would remove from the politicians the power to raise taxes at will. The trade 
charge would replace all current taxes, and the only way to raise trade charge rates would be on a 
temporary basis through a 60 percent vote of the people. State government, while quite 
adequately funded, would be placed under the discipline of a "tax" system that it cannot change. 
Government would be forced to live within its means; politicians would no longer have the 
option to just raise more taxes to pay for their pet programs. 

High Peaks, Higher Taxes 
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History teaches us that politicians cannot be trusted -- particularly with our money! Their 
methods and their intentions are usually less than honorable. One need look no further than the 
demolition of yet another Montana tax initiative -- I-105 -- to determine the "trustworthiness" of 
most elected officials. When the people passed I-105, their intent was obvious. They wanted to 
freeze property taxes at current levels, just as the initiative stated. Yet, almost immediately, the 
desire of the politicians was to get around the will of the people by arguing that I-105 only froze 
tax rates, not assessments! Eventually, the legislature passed HB-28 and HB-703, bills that 
effectively negated the property tax freeze that I-105 had mandated, resulting in property tax 
increases across Montana of, typically, 15 to 25 percent. 

Because of this type of legislative mischief, Montana's rate of government growth has 
been among the highest in the nation. The image put forth to the rest of the nation is that 
Montana is the land of high peaks and higher taxes. Consider, for example, that between 1986 
and 1988 Montana had the highest state tax increase (42.5 percent) of any state in the union. In 
1987, state and local government expenditures totaled $272 for every $1000 of personal income 
in the state. This was 24 percent above the national average -- only three states plus oil-rich 
Alaska were higher. State government is the biggest offender. During this period, spending in 
Montana was 22 percent above the national average for state employee wages per $1000 of 
income. Moreover, the number of people the state employs per capita was 34 percent above the 
national average. Contrary to all the whining from the education lobby about "inadequate" 
funding of public education, Montana is currently third in the nation in its spending per pupil, 
relative to personal income. 

Fighting Chance 

Faced with these realities, Montanans are justifiably fed up with all the furrowed-brow 
politicians who look down their collective noses at CI-55 as if there is something terribly 
primitive and unsophisticated about lowering taxes. We are supposed to believe that it takes 
courage and conviction to vote for more taxes -- that the moral high ground is to bilk the people 
and keep on spending. And so we listen to state legislators like Bozeman's Dorothy Bradley -- 
champion of the 4 percent sales tax -- repeatedly refer to CI-55 as "bizarre" and unworthy of our 
consideration. We hear the Montana Education Association characterize the initiative as 
"whacko." And so on. Oh, how they insult the people. 

No one is suggesting that CI-55 is a panacea. There are justifiable concerns, for example, 
over the degree of discretionary power it gives to the legislature in the implementation of the 
trade charge. How much of a special interest battle ground will that create? And, in one sense, 
the proposal expands government tax collection in a way similar to the Value Added Tax (VAT), 
plus it requires involvement by private business, as with a sales tax. 

But the impersonal, no-exceptions nature of the C-55 tax is extremely appealing, because 
it protects our privacy and property, and sets us free from the professional meddlers and social 
engineers. 

Moreover, CI-55 provides for a tax climate in Montana that is fair, predictable, and 
non-predatory, which should be a great encouragement to private investment and economic 
growth. State funding, in turn, is directly tied to that growth, which should hold the big spenders 
at bay long enough to give our economy a fighting chance. 

-- ROGER KOOPMAN 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC A Rat is a Pig is 


a Dog is a Boy 
The Illusions of Animal Rights, by Russ Carman, Iola, Wisconsin: Krause Publications, 
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1990, 154 pages, paperback, $12.95. 

Veteran trapper Russ Carman was the target of extremists more than a decade before the 
animal rights movement gained national prominence. Law enforcement officials searching the 
apartment of Lynette "Squeaky" Fromme, after her attempted assassination of Gerald Ford in 
1975, found the rural Pennsylvania outdoorsman's name among a list of "businessmen targeted 
for assassination." "When I was phoned by the FBI and informed about the possible danger I 
faced from this [Manson cult]," Carman recalls, "the thought was so outlandish that I shrugged it 
off as some kind of clever, but vicious, practical joke." A few days later, when he received a 
letter from Fromme and fellow Manson cultist Sandra Good (mailed before their apprehension), 
Carman realized that there was nothing to laugh about. "The content was so bizarre and sadistic 
that I knew it was the work of a seriously disturbed mind." 

What had Carman done to provoke the wrath of the Manson cult? "As an officer of the 
Pennsylvania Trappers Association, I was considered by this group to be a cruel exploiter of 
nature, a sadistic murderer of innocent animals," Carman explains. "For my evil behavior against 
nature, they threatened to tie us up, cut off our ears and lips, stick forks in our bellies and watch 
them wave in the wind. 

"I knew at that moment that I suddenly had enemies ... very brutal enemies. I had no way 
of knowing that my list of enemies would continue to grow. Little did I know that the seeds of a 
worldwide movement had already been sown, or that this radical idea of animal rights would 
soon become so pervasive in our society." 

A Rat is a Boy? 

While it would be unfair to lump all animal rights activists in with the Manson cult, it is 
clear that the movement attracts more than its share of bizarre individuals. Carman quotes Ingrid 
Newkirk, founder of People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, who states that "a rat is a pig 
is a dog is a boy." Even a novice theology student would quickly recognize Newkirk's statement 
as pure Hinduism, the basis of much of western New Age philosophy. "Animal rights leaders 
have no tolerance for any organized religion with the possible exception of the Hindu, because of 
its worship of cattle," notes Carman. 

While the animal rights movement will go to great lengths to prevent the "oppression" of 
animals by hunters, trappers, and fur buyers, many activists strongly favor abortion, placing a 
higher value on the life of a deer or a muskrat than on a human life. This perverted philosophy is 
exemplified by Earth First!, one of the most extreme environmentalist groups. When asked what 
would be the ideal population for the planet, an Earth First! spokesman replied, "Zero," voicing 
the organization's belief that man has done nothing but harm. 

Carman is quick to criticize the support of left-wing Hollywood celebrities for the animal 
rights cause, noting, "The animal rights movement is very much an elitist movement. It did not 
start at the lower two-thirds of society, because it is only on these lower levels that the burden of 
such a philosophy would be carried." According to Carman, "The whole of the animal rights 
movement was founded and thrives financially because it draws its support from the so-called 
socially elite of our society, who hold the wealth, prestige, fame, and power. People who, I 
should also add, have not only made a total separation from nature, but also from 'common' 
man." 

Urban Ninnies 

Carman argues that the urbanization of society has played a role in the success of the 
animal rights and anti-hunting movements. Prior to World War II, it was not uncommon for rural 
and city families to raise chickens and rabbits for meat. The ignorance of butchery among today's 
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grocery shoppers makes it easy for the animal rights crowd to portray anyone involved in 
hunting or meatpacking as "barbaric." 

As for the organizational structure of the movement, Carman states that its leaders are 
committed to fielding a well-disciplined group of "professional revolutionaries." He notes that 
"this small group of leaders recognize themselves as so morally and intellectually superior that 
they can ignore the age-old philosophy that man has dominion over animals. They are students of 
the Marxist/Leninist system of human manipulation." 

-- AL DOYLE 


IN MEMORIAM Another Victim of 
the Cover-Up 

The fight to bring Colonel Charles E. Shelton, the only officially listed prisoner of war, 
home from Southeast Asia ended tragically for his wife Marian Shelton on October 4, 1990. Her 
son Mike and a family friend found her dead, around 9:15 p.m., in the garden of her San Diego 
home, Marian, who had turned 57 the month before, apparently died after shooting herself in the 
head with a .22-caliber pistol and falling from a balcony at her home. Police described the head 
wound as "self-inflicted." A suicide note made no mention of her husband and gave no 
explanation as to why she took her life. It simply read, "I love you all." 

Upon hearing of Marian's death, I phoned the Shelton residence and spoke with one of 
Marian's sons, my friend and former pastor, Father Charles. I really didn't know what to say 
except, "Father, is there anything I can do?" He answered, "Jeanine, Momma loved you and 
those kiddos of yours as much as any of us. Just pray for her -- and write an article. Write a 
tribute to her and say what she meant to you." 

All God's Children 

Quite simply, Marian was someone I held in the highest esteem. Never before had I felt 
so honored or proud to be someone's acquaintance. Our telephone conversations grew into a 
bond of friendship in which we would share our thoughts and secrets. My favorite topic of 
conversation was the tales of the Shelton children as they were growing up. 

Oh, how we would laugh at all the silly things children say and do. I can remember 
sitting in church during one Sunday mass, trying to keep a straight face throughout one of Father 
Charles' homilies. The day before, his mother had told me that "little Charley" once said that his 
baby sister, Joan, was more fun than a puppy dog. Those three Shelton boys would kiss poor 
Joannie so much that Charles once exclaimed, "Mommy, she smells like spit!" 

These stories were enjoyable to me because they illustrated that, no matter how much of a 
celebrity a person is (as Marian certainly became), when it comes right down to it, we are all 
God's children. When I learned that I was expecting my third child in three years, I asked Marian 
to be my baby's godmother. She joyfully accepted, and I named my little son Paul Charles 
Shelton Notter. Mrs. Shelton showed the picture of her little godson to everyone at the National 
POW/MIA convention. 

Shred of Hope 

I will always have a warm place in my heart for my special friend. Marian Shelton truly 
was a remarkable woman, audaciously clinging to a shred of hope for so many years. The 
anguish of her battle finally overtook her; the years of lies, deceit, coverup, and bureaucracy 
finally became too much to bear. The same government that had abandoned her husband in the 
jungles of Southeast Asia years before also drove her to her own death. 

I will miss Marian more than words can say, because knowing her changed my life. And 
so I bid her farewell. Goodbye Mrs. Shelton. I loved you. May God rest your soul. 
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-- JEANINE M. NOTTER 


OUT IN LEFT FIELD 


Leftist Marching Orders 

In the beginning, there was no consensus among leftists about how the Persian Gulf crisis 
should be handled. Even though the blame-America-first crowd knew instinctively who the 
villain was, it was not so easy or fashionable to root for Iraq's Saddam Hussein. Now all that has 
been cleared up. Read any leftist journal today -- from the Communist Party People's Daily 
World to the Nation to Mother Jones -- and you will find that the answer to the Middle East 
crisis lies with the United Nations or in a joint U.S.-Soviet response. 

Interestingly, that remains the position of the Soviet Union as well. But why did it take so 
long for the left to unify around a position? Simple. Remember how the Soviet Union kept 
giving out mixed signals about the Persian Gulf in the early weeks of the crisis? One day it 
sounded like Mikhail Gorbachev was going to be sending troops to defend Iraq; the next day it 
sounded like he was going to support the Saudis. 

Once the Soviet position became clear, American leftists were able to discern their 
marching orders. Now all the leftist journals are -- like the Soviets -- warning the United States 
against any unilateral action against Iraq. "Moscow's interests in joint action with the U.S. in the 
gulf go well beyond the Middle East," explained a recent Pacific News Service article by Franz 
Schurmann. "With a unified Germany now a European superpower, the Soviets want a strong 
relationship with the U.S. to make sure Germany never again will step out of bounds. If 
Washington is sincere in its professed desire to work with Moscow for world order, the proof 
will be avoiding any unilateral military action in the gulf." 

Deep Dish Propaganda 

It's not just degenerate, anti-religious, and ugly stuff that the National Endowment for the 
Arts keeps funding. There is also a strong leftist, anti-American strain throughout the so-called 
art financed by U.S. taxpayer dollars. Recently, the NEA granted $35,000 to the New 
York-based Alternative Media Information Center for its project "Deep Dish TV." Deep Dish is 
a national satellite network that feeds cable TV public access channels with loads of propaganda 
programming. It is, according to one NEA staffer, "Fidel Castro's propaganda arm in the United 
States." 

The network also hypes unrestricted abortion rights, environmental extremism, labor 
actions, etc. -- all the things you would want your tax dollars to subsidize. 

Telephone Rights 

What are homosexual rights? What will it mean when our local, state, and federal 
governments decide that discrimination against a lifestyle is illegal? One of the new human 
rights as defined by the homosexual movement is phone sex. "Phone sex is a right!" was one of 
the slogans chanted by angry homosexual activists in New York earlier this year in a protest, 
over a proposed restriction on phone sex services. 

Homosexual activists say the phone sex services must be protected because many of their 
publications around the nation would go out of business without the advertising dollars they 
generate. By the way, the New York restrictions weren't intended to ban the services. They 
would merely require that callers write to the telephone company to request the service. 

Asner Awarded 

Self-avowed socialist actor Ed Asner got an award recently from the Organized Labor 
Publications and the Metal Trades Council of Southern California. Asner has been raising money 
lately for the Democratic Socialists of America with a direct-mail pitch bashing capitalism and 
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the free market. 
Helms Bashing 

The Hollywood Left went all out in its bid to defeat Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC), hoping 
to raise some $2 million for the campaign of Democratic challenger Harvey Gantt. Recording 
executive Danny Goldberg, an ACLU activist, estimates that he has raised $15,000 for Gantt. He 
and Polly Anthony, senior vice president for promotion at Epic Records, have been outspoken 
proponents of acts like 2 Live Crew and other groups that indulge in obscenity or advocate 
violence against women, law enforcement officers, and others. Nevertheless, here's what 
Anthony said about her efforts on behalf of Gantt: "It makes me feel as if I'm doing something 
for my children's children. Someone like Jesse Helms should not be totally misusing freedom of 
speech." 

Christopher "Superman" Reeve is also getting into the act. So taken with his 
Helms-bashing was the Democratic National Committee that members took him aside to ask if 
he would consider running for office himself. "There was some idle chat about my running in '92 
-- but from where?" asked Reeve. "I live in New York and Massachusetts, and both of those 
states are pretty well covered when it comes to candidates." 

Blaming Harvard 

Miriam Jaffee, president of the National Writers Network and long-time Left watcher, 
blames Harvard University in part for the decline in television standards. In a blistering letter to 
the president of the university, she challenged the institution to reevaluate its teaching methods, 
fire faculty, and promote social responsibility. Her beef? The fact that Harvard turned out Jeff 
Sagansky, the new president of CBS Entertainment, who defends the depiction of a six-year-old 
child saying, "You suck!" on a new TV sitcom. 

"You've turned out too many shtunks [sic] like Sagansky who see viewers and consumers 
as cash cows," she wrote. "My kids are going to matriculate at some small college where values 
are still taught. A Harvard education is becoming a threat, not a distinction." 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 
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